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PREFAC E

The hearings herein published focus on the development of rela
tions between the United States and People’s Republic of China 
(PR C) .

In  the 2 years since the normalization of relations  between the 
United States and the People’s Republic of China, Sino-American 
relations have deepened and broadened. The grant of most-favored- 
nation (MFN) status to the PRC, the extension of the operating: au
thority  of the Overseas Private Investment Corporation (OPIC ) to 
include the PRC, and th e increasing pace of cultura l, educational, and 
scientific exchange have established a sound foundation for the devel
opment of our futu re relations.

Likewise, over the past 2 years and part icularly  since the Soviet 
invasion of Afghanistan, the pace of our mili tary /strateg ic relat ion
ship has quickened. The visit of Secretary of Defense Harold  Brown 
to Peking  in Jan uary 1980, the decision to allow the sale of selected 
items of nonlethal milit ary equipment as outlined in Munitions Con
trol Newsletter 81, the licensing of American companies to explore the. 
China market  for the sale of dual use technology, and the increasing 
milita ry exchange evidence this developing dimension of our 
relationship.

Yet these militar ily related developments have taken place largely 
without public discussion of the merits of such actions and of thei r 
relationship to U.S. global foreign policy and security interests. To 
develop greater public awareness of the issues involved in the Sino- 
American rela tionship, the Subcommittee on Asian and Pacific Aff airs 
initia ted the series of hearings published in this volume.

Among the key questions the  subcommittee posed were:
(1) What effects can we expect the  new U.S. ties with the PRC 

to have on the  U.S.S.R. ? Wliat sort of reaction can we expect from 
the U.S.S.R. should the U.S.-PRC relationship develop an in
creasingly milit ary nature?

(2) Bearing in mind our historic  lack of understanding of 
China and our failu re to foresee major  shifts in Chinese policy, 
how clear an understand ing do we have of Peking’s intentions to
ward the United  States and the U.S. role in China’s policy vis-a- 
vis the Soviet Union ?

(3) Can we realistically expect the  Soviet Union to p ut aside 20 
years of conflict with China and view the Sino-American rela
tionship in purely a bilateral context?

(4) Are mili tary  ties  w ith China an im portant “quick fix” for 
an alleged strateg ic imbalance in East-W est relations?

The debate has only begun and the issues raised in these hearings 
have yet to be resolved, but the subcommittee believes that these hea r
ings are an impo rtan t f irst step and tha t they will serve to encourage 
and structure fu ture  debate on the subject.

Lester L. Wolff,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Asian  and Pacific Affairs.
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THE UNITED STATES AND THE PEOPLE’S REPUB
LIC OF CHINA: ISSUES FOR THE 1980’S

TU ESDA Y, AP RI L 1, 198 0

H ouse or  Representatives,
V S ubcommittee on Asian  and P acific  Affairs,

Washington, D.C.
The subcommittee met at 2 :10 p.m. in room 2200, Rayburn House 

Office Building, Hon. Lester L. Wolff (chairman of the subcommittee) 
presiding.

Mr. W olff. The other  members of the subcommittee will be here 
shortly, but in the interes t of  time, I  think  we shall begin.

Today the Subcommittee on Asian and Pacific Affairs is meet ing to 
consider the subject of potentia l sales of nonlethal mi litary  equipment 
to the People’s Republic of China. Our objective is to examine the 
items which may be included in the procedures which currently are 
to be followed in any decision to sell military equipment to the People’s 
Republic of China.

UNITE D STATES-PEOPLE’s  REPUBLIC OF CH INA MILITARY  RELA TION SHIP

At the very outset, let  me make my own interest clear in this  mat ter: 
I  am concerned that the administration is moving incrementally but 
surely into a mili tary  relationship with the  People’s Republic of China.

Moreover, I am concerned tha t once again China policy is being 
advanced without adequate consultations with the Congress and, in 
fact, almost in total  disregard of Congress. A case in  point is the 
decision to sell military-use equipment announced afte r Secretary

• Brown’s Jan uary visit to the People’s Republic of China.
As chairman of the subcommittee, I believe it imperative t ha t the 

American people and the Congress be made aware of the items and 
procedures which may be involved and govern the sale of military -

* use equipment to the People’s Republic of China.
Thus, in our hearing today we hope to address the following key 

questions:
What items are or are not being considered for inclusion under 

the categories of mili tary  support equipment?
What are the technological capabilities of the items involved?
What is th eir potent ial for use in offensive operations ?
What crite ria are used to determine what  items will or will not be 

included on the list?
Wha t are the procedures to be followed in making  a decision with 

respect to a requested sale ?
Are there legal provisions for appropriate congressional consulta

tion during  the decisionmaking process ?
(1)



GROWING CONCERNS

Now, while our inquiry today is operational and procedural in 
nature,  I  believe it reflects the concerns of a growing number of Mem
bers o f Congress with  respect to China policy—where it  stands and 
where it is going. Thus, it is with this in mind tha t the Subcommittee 
on Asian and Pacific Affairs will hold an extensive and intensive re
view of China policy and Sino-American relations in a series of hear
ings scheduled for late r this summer.

I might say as well, one concern tha t we do have is whether or not 
we have a consistent China policy and how we are following tha t 
China policy; or is tha t China policy influenced by events in areas 
other than China, and how are we reacting to other situations tha t are 
developing in other p arts of  the world, w ith respect to China. I n other 
words, the old cliche of the “China card ”—is i t a China card, o r is it 
somewhat of a pat hand  ?

On tha t basis we have asked a number of people to testify  who are 
concerned w ith the implementation of the sale of military use equip
ment to the People’s Republic of China, Hon. Richard Holbrooke, 
Assistant  Secretary of State for East  Asian and Pacific Affairs; Hon. 
Gerald P. Dinneen, Assistant Secretary of Defense for Communica
tions, Command, Control, and Intelligence , whom we welcome to the 
Hill for his  first appearance, I believe, before a committee other than 
gettin g confirmed.

Mr. Dinneen. Tha nk you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Wolff. And the accompanying witnesses, Mr. Nicholas P latt , 

Deputy Assistant  Secretary of Defense for Eas t Asia and the  Pacific, 
and Mr. William Robinson, Director, Office of Munitions Control, 
Bureau of Politico-Military Affairs, Depar tment  of State. Mr. Hol
brooke, would you proceed ?

STATEMENT OF HON. RICHARD C. HOLBROOKE, ASSISTANT SEC
RETARY OF STATE FOR EAST ASIAN AND PACIFIC AFFAIRS

Mr. H olbrooke. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I  am pleased to be here 
today with my colleagues to discuss U.S. policy and procedures for 
handling the sale of military support equipment to the People’s 
Republic of  China.

I have a statement to submit for the record.
Mr. Wolff. Without objection, your remarks  will be included in the 

record at  thi s point, and you may summarize, if  you wish.
Mr. Holbrooke. I  believe the statement addresses the questions th at 

you have raised and, rather than read it all, I would just stress that 
we developed this policy in several stages. We have now published the 
categories of the munitions list in which we are ready to consider ex
port  license applications on a case-by-case basis. I want to stress the 
phrase, “case-by-case basis.” We have made this l ist public, so tha t the 
U.S. business community and the American public, and most of the 
world, can understand clearly both the  kinds of things we are ready to 
consider making available to the Chinese, and the kinds of things 
which we are  not ready to make available. By the categories we have 
excluded, I  th ink, we made clear the criteria behind the decision.
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CRITERIA

Just to  review the three cri teria, which I  th ink is critical , the equipment technology that we are prepared to consider for sale to China must not be combat a rms or ammunition. They must be items we a re prepared to sell to all our friends. Thi rd, they must not contribute to chemical, radiological,  bacteriological, nuclear, or missile programs.I will defer all the other comments to your questions, Mr. Chairman.[Mr. Holbrooke’s prepa red statement  follows:] a
Prepared Statement of Hon. Richard C. Holbrooke, Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs

Mr. Chairman: I am pleased to appear  here today to discuss U.S. policy and W procedures for handling the sale of m ilitary support equipment to the People’sRepublic of China. With me today are Dr. Gerald Dinneen, Deputy Under Secreta ry of Defense for Research and Engineering, and Mr. William Robinson, the Director  of the Office of Munitions Control in the Department of State. I know tha t the Committee is interested in how the Munitions Control Newsletter on China was developed, how individual cases may be processed, and how the Congress will relate to that  process. But before addressing these issues, I would like to offer some perspective on how the sale of support equipment to the PRC fitsinto the wider framework of our China policy.
SECURITY DIME NSIO N

Firs t, there  has always been a security dimension to our relationship with China. Since Henry Kissinger’s first trip  to Peking in July 1971, security issues have been a feature of our dialogue with the PRC. Indeed, the s trategic  basis for reconciliation between China and the U.S. a fter a generation of estrangement was our shared interest in a global equilibrium. In the frequent high-level consultations with China which developed, we discussed on a wide range of International issues—seeking to limit disagreements where our intere sts diverg ed; promoting parallel policies where our interests converged.Second, it is apparent tha t our security depends not only on our own power, but upon the global equilibrium of forces in which China plays an important role. We have—as we have stated publicly—a stake in a strong, secure, and friendly China. For it s part  China has an interest  in a powerful and resolute United States maintaining strong alliances in Europe and Asia. Since we no longer regard each other as adversaries, we need no longer organize and deploy our forces in the expectation of conflict with each other. This is a mat ter of real significance to the security of both our peoples and to the Eas t Asia region. I t permits us to concentrate our resources on the real challenges we each face.•
EXPANDED RELATIONS

Third, with the normalization of our relations with China some fifteen months ago, the scope and the quality of our b ilateral cooperation has expanded dramat-,  icall.v. Recognizing tha t China’s contribution to regional and global s tability  willbe shaped by the success of its efforts to modernize its agriculture, industry, science and technology, and  natfional defense; we have moved to provide some support for its  attempts to  achieve these well-known Four Modernizations. I t was in the context that  Secretary  Brown visited China in Janua ry. While in Beijing. Dr. Brown sought to broaden our strateg ic dialogue with China—adding an arms control st rand  to it and la id the basis for f urther  exchanges between our respective defense establishments. At t he same time he made clear our willingness to countenance some transfers of technology to China tha t we would not approve for the Soviet Union. F inally, he indicated tha t we would be prepared to consider on a case-b.v-case basis sales of some milita ry support equipment to ChinaFourth, these d e c i s i o n s  d o  not foreshadow a U.S.-China alliance. Neither we nor the Chinese seek such an alliance. Nor do we ant icipate any joint Sino-U S military planning. And we have no p’ans to sell arms to China.Fifth,  China’s defense establishment is large but relatively backward. While China has sought some foreign assistance in improving its defenses, military
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moderniza tion enjoys the lowest priori ty among the fou r modernizations. To 
the  best of our  knowledge, the  many mi lita ry missions China has sent abroad  
in recen t years have concluded few major  acqu isitions of foreign equipment.
We believe this reflects China’s limi ted foreign exchange rese rves  and  also 
China’s inter est  in acquiring technology ra ther  than  ha rdware.

EXPORT LI CE NS ES

Sixth,  having indicated a willingness  to sell cer tain types of milita ry .sup
port  equipment to China, we faced the  need to define with  some gre ate r pre
cision those types  of equipm ent for which export licenses migh t be granted.
Secreta ry Brown had mentioned truc ks, cer tain types of rad ar,  and  communica- >
tions equipm ent as illu strative of what we had in mind. But thi s did not fu r
nish .sufficient guidance  regard ing  U.S. inte ntions to the  Congress, the public, 
foreign  governments, or U.S. industry.

CLARI FIED IN TENTIO NS W
We have  clarified our inte ntions in terms of categories  on the  U.S. Munitions  

List. These  catego ries are fam ilia r to  U.S. business and  readily comprehensible 
to others.  They deal in general types of equipment ra ther  t han  in specific models 
and  so give us a degree of flexibi lity in making decisions on individual expor t 
requests. At the same time we were able to make clear, by the  categories we 
excluded, the general cr ite ria  that  were used in making  thi s decision.

The equipment and technology we would be prep ared  to cons ider for sale 
to China must not be combat  arms or ammunition, including vehicles and cra ft 
designed as platfo rms  fo r combat arms such as w arpla nes and tanks .

Second, they must be items we would be prepared to sell to all  our friends .
Third , they mus t not con tribute  to chemical , radiolog ical, bacterio logical,  nu

clea r or  missile programs.
This  review left  us with a list  of equipment  used largely for supply, main te

nance, training, and communications. These are  the items in the recen t pub
lished Munit ions Control  Newslet ter.

EXPORT CONTROL PROCESS

Let me now outline briefly for you the  export control process through which 
applicat ions  to sell mi lita ry equipment to China will be addressed . The Arms 
Exp ort and  Control Act auth orizes the  President  to designate  those art icle s 
which shall be cons idered arms,  amm unit ion and implem ents of wa r and  to con
trol  their import and export in furth era nce of world peace and  US foreign 
policy. The Preside nt has  delegated this author ity , through the  Secretary  of 
Sta te and  the  director  of the  Sta te Depar tment’s Bureau  of Politico-Mili tary 
Affairs, to th e di recto r of  th at  burea u’s Office of Munitions Control. Those artic les 
so designated appear on the  US Muni tions List, which forms pa rt  of the In ter
nat ional Traffic in Arms Regulations (IT AR ), Tit le 22 of the Code of Federal •
Regulations . The Office of Munitions Control  is responsib le for author izing com
merc ial exports of Muni tions List  art icle s. Mr. William Robinson, the  Director 
of thi s office, is here today  to answer  any questions you may have concerning 
the licensing  procedure.

The Departm ent of State, with the  concurrence of the  Department of Defense, *
decides which arti cles  con stitute  arms, ammunition and  implements of war  for 
export control purposes. The Departm ent of Sta te also consults with the Depar t
ment  of Defense and Commerce to determine whether  Sta te or Commerce should 
have commodity jur isdiction over art icles with both milita ry and civil uses.

The Office of Munitions Control receives appl ications to export US Munitions 
List  arti cle s via commercial channels. The office init iall y exam ines each appl ica
tion to determine  whe ther :

The a rtic le proposed for  export is on the  Muni tions L is t;
The art icl e is excluded by US Government policy f rom ex po rt ;
The  art icle is excluded by US Government policy from being expor ted to the 

intended de stina tio n;
The appl ication requ ires  the views of oth er Depar tment of Sta te offices and 

other government agenc ies; and
Other cons iderat ions reflected in the  appl ication are  germane to approval 

or disapprova l of an  exp ort a utho riza tion .
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The Munition Control office then judges each application based on various applicable statut es ; the ITA R; US foreign policy ; precedents ; technical views, whether a parti cula r export is in the overall interes t of the US and other  factors.
SE CU RITY  AN D TE CH NI CA L MATTERS

On security and technical matters, the Munitions Control office may seek the views of various agencies of the Department of Defense, ACDAj. and other agencies. In matters concerning US foreign policy, the office may request the views of regional and functional  bureaus in the Department of State  and of other agencies. Export license requests to China will likely involve all the above agencies on a regular basis.
As you see, we would consider each export license request involving China individually on it s merits. In general terms, our consideration will bear in mind our national security and tha t of our allies. Specific considerations, in addition to the  points I made earlier , will include the level of technology involved, the likely end-use, and how i t would fit into China’s current military posture. The legislated limit on the size of commercial military equipment exports, as set forth  in the Arms Export  Control Act, will, of course, also figure in any decision. Before export author ization  is approved, we will require the usual assurances  concerning transfers of U.S. equipment to third  parties. Our control of spare part s for U.S. equipment will enable us to monitor these agreements. Let me also note tha t we have not yet authorized any exports under these new guidelines.To lend perspective to the list of articles  we are prepared to consider licensing for export to China, let me read  you a part ial list of artic les we do not intend to export to China : firearms, artill ery, ammunition, explosives, naval vessels of war, tanks, combat airc raf t such as those designed for gunnery, bombing, or missile launching, and a ircraf t designed for refueling.

CONGRESSIONAL ROLE

Let me now say a word about the role of Congress. Our relationship with China is so importan t tha t we intend to take special care to consult with Congress as we move ahead in improving our relations with tha t country. The Congress has established by law an elaborate reporting system with regard to the sale of a rticles on the Munitions Control Lis t; and we will of course comply with all requirements of law regarding exports of Munitions List articles to China. Meanwhile, we will continue to keep Congress informed of significant developments in other  areas of U.S.-China relations.
Mr. Wolff. Thank you, Mr. Holbrooke.
Mr. Dinneen, do you have a prepared statement?

STATEMENT OE HON. GERA LD P. DINN EE N,  ASS ISTA NT SECRE
TARY OP DEFENS E FOR COMMUNICATIONS, COMMAND, CON
TROL, AND INTE LL IGEN CE

Mr. Dinneen. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I do. I would like to ask that it 
be entered into the record.

Mr. Wolff. W ithout objection, it will be entered into the record.
Mr. D inneen. I would like to make a few comments at the outset. 

Fir st of all, I  than k you fo r your welcome to this subcommittee. I have 
had the opportuni ty to appear before other committees. I  would like 
to appear as an amateur , but those appearances have, of course, been 
primarily in defense of the defense budget in appearances before the 
Armed Services Committee and the Appro priations Committee.

It  is a pleasure for me, however, to appear  before this  committee to 
discuss, along with Secretary Holbrooke, th is issue of the munitions 
control list.

In  his prepared statement Secretary Holbrooke has outlined the spe
cific responsibilities and authori ties of the executive branch and of the
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Congress, and I will just take a moment to te ll you what our respon
sibilities a re in Defense. I  will not repeat those facts, but I just want 
to assure you and this  committee that we plan to implement any trans
fer of equipment or technology to the People’s Republic of China 
within the established procedures which have been determined over the 
years.

ADVISORY ROLE

The prim ary role of Defense is to advise the Depar tment  of State 
with respect to the national security impact of items on the munitions •
control l ist which are prepared for export to the People’s Republic  of 
China.

The Secretary of Defense has delegated this advisory responsibility 
to the U nder Secretary of Defense for Research and Engineering. I *
serve as his principal deputy and also as the Assistant Secretary  of 
Defense for Communications, Command, Control, and Intelligence, as 
you have indicated.

Since I accompanied Secre tary Brown to China and discussed these 
matters  with the Chinese milita ry officials, the Secretary has asked me 
to appear before you today.

We have had, since our return, numerous inquiries from industry 
asking us whether or not  they could speak to the People’s Republic  of 
China about specific items of equipment. It  was our purpose to inform 
all of the interested American industr ies as to which items we would 
consider for export to the People’s Republic of China. That is the 
primary purpose of the munitions control list, as Secretary Holbrooke 
has explained.

CASE BY  CASE

Now, this is the first time tha t we have been willing to consider sales 
to the People’s Republic of China of any items on the munitions control 
list. So, we are breaking new ground, and many deta ils still  need to be 
worked out. Much of this will occur when we begin to consider requests 
on a case-by-case basis, which will lead n aturally  to fur ther clarifica
tion of the items suitable for release.

I would like to close with  ju st a few remarks on what I believe will 
be the role of  the Defense Department in future considerations of the «
items on the munitions control list for China. As I  have already said, 
each application for licensed exports to the People’s Republic of China 
will be judged on its individual merits to determine releasability of the 
commodity. A case-by-case review will be conducted to evaluate pro- *
posed exports in terms of overall policy and use, political and mil itary 
factors, technological state of the art, and foreign availability—that 
is, availability of equipment from some other source.

Each of the  items on this list includes many specific products,  each 
of which has a different  level of technology. The intent is to judge the 
technology question for each case individual ly. Items contained in the 
Munitions Control Newsletter No. 81 are nonlethal, defensively 
oriented equipment. During the case-by-case review process, the poten
tial end use of all proposed exports will be carefully evaluated to insure 
tha t only those which would not jeopardize the national security of the 
United States and our friends and allies are approved.

Than k you, Mr. Chairman.
[Mr. Dinneen’s prepared statement follows:]
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Prepared Statement of Hon. Gerald P. Din ne en , P rinc ipal  Deputy Under

Secretary of Defense  for R esearch and Engineering  and Assista nt  Secre
tary of Defense  for Communications , Command, Contol, and I ntelligence

Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure  for me to appear before the Subcommittee on 
Asian and Pacific Affairs of the House Committee on Foreign Affairs and to 
present the Department of Defense views on the recent munitions control lette r 
on categories of support equipment to be opened to China.

department of defense role

« I would like to take a few moments to explain the role of the Department of
Defense in this matter. Secretary  Holbrooke has outlined the specific responsi
bilities and authorities  of the executive branch and of the Congress in these 
matters.  While I will not repeat those facts, I do want  to assure this committee 
tha t we plan to implement any transf er of equipment or technology to the People’s

* Republic of China within those established procedures. Consequently, the role of 
Defense is to advise the Department of State with respect to the national security 
impact if items on the munitions  control list a re exported to the People’s Republic 
of China.

The Secretary of Defense has delegated this advisory responsibility to the 
Under Secretary of Defense for Research and Engineering. I serve as his principal  
deputy and also as the Assistan t Secretary of Defense for Communications, Com
mand, Control, and Intelligence. Since I accompanied Secretary  Brown to China 
and discussed these matters with Chinese military officials, the Secretary has 
asked me to appear before you today.

CASE-BY-CASE BASIS

After the t rip  to China by the Secretary of Defense, a press release was issued 
by DOD which said in par t, “That  the United States was prepared to consider, 
on a case-by-case basis, the sale of certain  carefully selected items of support 
equipment also suitable for military use, f or example, trucks, communications 
gear, cer tain types of early warning rada r.”

Following th at release we have had numerous inquiries from industry  asking 
us whether or not they could speak to the People’s Republic of China about 
specific items of equipment. It  was our purpose to inform all of the interested 
American indust ries as to which items we would consider for export to the 
People’s Republic of China. This is the primary purpose of the munitions control 
list as Secretary Holbrooke explained.

Since this is the first time we have been willing to consider sales to the People’s 
Republic of China of any items on the munitions control list, we are breaking new 
ground and many details s till need to be worked out. Much of this will occur when 
we begin to consider requests on a case-by-case basis which will lead naturally 
to fur ther clarification of the items suitable for release.

• Now I would like to close with a few remarks  on what I believe will be the role 
of the Defense Department in future  considerations of the items on the  munitions 
control lis t for China. As I have al ready said, each application for licensed export 
to the People’s Republic of China will be judged on i ts individual merit to de ter
mine releasability of the commodity. Case-by-case review will be conducted to 
evaluate  proposed exports in terms of overall policy, end-use, politico-military 
factors, technological “state-of-the-art” considerations, and foreign availability.

Each generic item identified on the list includes many specific products each 
of whicli lias a different level of technology. The inten t is to judge the technol
ogy question for each case individually. Therefore, it is not possible at  this time 
to be specific about the technological capabilities of the  equipment on the list.

Items contained on the Munitions Control Newsletter No. 81 are nonlethal 
defensively oriented equipment. During the case-by-case review process, the po
tenti al end use of all proposed exports will be carefully evaluated to insure 
tha t only those which would not jeopardize the national security of the United 
States and our friends and all ies are  approved.

CON GRESSION AL ROLE

Air. Wolff. Thank you, Air. Dinneen.
Air. Holbrooke, Air. Dinneen did say this was a substantial change



in policy, the idea of selling military use equipment to the People’s 
Republic of China. I do not want to get into the long hassle tha t we 
had before as to the lack of consultation on a change of policy, but 1 
do want to find out  what process and what means you are going to 
take in order to permit the Congress a role in making a determination 
on the sale of equipment. I am a little  concerned about nonlethal 
defense equipment due to the fact tha t we are now very heavily 
engaged in a political battle with the Soviet Union on nonmilitaiy 
equipment that  we sold them in the past, which they are now using 
in a milita ry mode and cer tainly not for defensive purposes. The So
viet Union is not in Afghanistan  to defend themselves, so, they are 
using it in an offensive mode—the heavy trucks tha t were used to 
transport equipment and transpor t people into Afghanistan.

Now, what kind of a role do you envisage for the Congress, Mr. 
Holbrooke and Mr. Dinneen, in fur the r proceedings along these 
lines?

Mr. Holbrooke. We will follow the law in regard to consulting 
and informing Congress on the making  available to China of these 
selected items of military equipment, which will be approved on a 
case-by-case basis.

Specifically, under the existing law, if a sale of a major defense 
item totals $7 million or more, i t must be submitted to both Houses 
of Congress, and the Congress has 30 days in which to act if it  wishes 
the sale not to go forward. We will be doing tha t when and if the oc
casion arises.

At this point I want to stress tha t we are not in the business of 
enter taining specific requests from the Chinese yet for specific item s: 
tha t is well down the road.

Mr. Wolff. You have already determined categories, which have 
been listed.

Mr. Holbrook. Tha t is correct. The process th at we followed be
gan with the fundamental decision to  develop this new aspect of f or
eign policy. That was communicated to the Chinese by Secretary 
Brown on his Janu ary  t rip.  We then returned to Washing ton where 
the change in policy was made public. A t tha t point the bureaucracy 
was asked to take the munitions control lis t, and Mr. Robinson, on my 
right , is the man designated by the Secretary of State under law 
with responsibility for tha t list, which is divided, I think,  into 18 
categor ies; in those categories are subcategories which would be avail
able, and those which would not be available, on a case-by-case basis— 
I cannot stress that phrase too much.

CA SE-BY -CA SE PROCEDURE

Mr. Wolff. Who has the determination over the case-by-case?
Mr. Holbrooke. The process tha t we will be following on this  will 

be first, e ither the Chinese will express a more specified interest than 
they have up to now on specific items—so far  their interest  has been 
generic, in categories. They are really window-shopping, they are not 
making any specific requests. Just as they have done in Europe for a 
long time.

Or, alterna tively, American m anufacturers who see that they make
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an item on the list of things  eligible for consideration may approach 
us for permission to discuss the matter with the Chinese.

In  either case, before it  can go any further , U.S. Government ap
proval will be required. Then, as we move forward, there will be a 
point  at  which the Chinese will want to know if  they ask for such and 
such an item, will the United States be willing to sell it. T hat decision 
will be made through a procedure which begins with the Office of 
Munitions Control under  Mr. Robinson. Then, if  necessary—and I 
suspect it  will be, given the tremendous importance of th is issue—this 
will go up to h igher  levels of the Government where policy decisions 
will have to be made.

At this point, these discussions have no t taken place, nor  have we 
defined precisely what we mean in each individual case. But  the es
sential second step, the publication  of Munitions Control Newsletter 
No. 81 has now been accomplished.

Mr. Wolff. On the lis t tha t you have established, Mr. Robinson, are 
all those items on the  munitions control l ist?

Mr. Robinson.1 Yes, sir.
Mr. Wolff. They are all under your aegis ?
Mr. Robinson. Yes, sir.
Mr. Wolff. W hat was the direction or the criter ia tha t you were 

given by the Secretary  of State, resulting in the various categories 
that are contained in your newsletter No. 81 ?

Mr. Robinson. The mater ial was prepared by a group which was 
designated for tha t specific purpose. I  was in on a couple of  meetings 
with them, and the material was approved at the appropriate  level and 
given to me. I used the newsletter, which my office pu ts out, as the 
vehicle to publish it. So, it  is not quite p roper to say tha t I  prepared 
it, it was prepa red by a group formed fo r that purpose.

Mr. W olff. Mr. Dinneen, what role does DOD have in this?
Mr. D inneen. Well, aft er the procedures that Secretary Holbrooke 

has ou tline d; namely, the American company comes to the Board and 
the State Department, indicating  an interes t to speak to the Chinese 
about a part icular piece of equipment. When tha t progresses to the 
point where they require an export license, that  request comes to  the 
State  Department and then is forwarded over to the  Defense Depart
ment for our review.

Mr. Wolff. I s it forwarded to the Defense Department, or Com
merce?

Mr. Dinneen . Well, it may go to both. In the  case of Defense, we are 
asked to review i t from the point of view of its impact on nationa l 
security.

Mr. Robinson. May I just go into detail on tha t for a  second?
Mr. Wolff. Yes, please.

application procedure

Mr. Robinson. Normally, our applications are from industry. In  
case of the People’s Republic of China, any applications which we 
receive, when we get  them, they are what we call “staffed” in our bu-

i William Robinson, Director , Office of Munitions Control, Bureau of Politico-Military 
Affairs, Departm ent of Sta te.
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reaucratic language. We send them to the D epartment of Defense; we 
send them to the appropria te mi litary department within the D epart
ment o f Defense; we send them to the Eas t Asian Bureau of the De
partment of St ate; we send them to the Arms Control and Disarma
ment Agency, and anyone else who might have an input.

Then, as we get them back, if  there is a strong—and I am not  speak
ing of the People’s Republic of China particularly—if there is a 
strong veto from anyone, a dissent, the case is denied. Tha t is the 
procedure.

If  everyone agrees and it is jus t a normal case of spare parts  for a 
country in Western Europe, it will be approved. In the case of the 
People’s Republic of China, we will get all the  input from the various 
agencies, put it together and then work with Mr. Holbrooke, Mr. Din- 
neen, and Mr. Pla tt. They will go to the appropria te senior level. 
Afte rward the decision will be made and instructions will come back 
to me.

TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER

Mr. W olff. Well, the  Departm ent of Commerce has a role in tech
nology transfer, do they not ?

Mr. R obinson. Yes. The Department of Commerce has its  own list. 
If  something is on the munitions list, the Department of Sta te con
trols it. If  it  is on the commerce list, Commerce controls it  and works 
with the Depar tment  of State. There is not  an item tha t can be on both 
lists, it is either on the munitions list or i t is not.

Mr. Wolff. On the question of technology trans fer, we tr ied des
perately—some of us in  the Congress—to pass tha t responsibility over 
to you. Unfortunately,  we were not very successful in that.  We were 
able to give you some degree of authority  over that,  but on an item 
which is not on the munitions list, the bulk of the  responsibility rests 
with the  Commerce Department fo r gr ant ing the license. Am I correct 
on that, or do you have a veto ?

Mr. Dinneen. We have what essentially is a veto. I do recall the bill 
which you cosponsored. The responsibility within  the Defense Depart
ment also rests within Dr.  P erry’s office and my office for the review of 
technology trans fer. Tha t would mean tha t those items which are 
basically civilian items but which might have identifiable military ap
plications are included on the commodity control list; items over which 
the United  Sta tes has unilateral control. These approximate ly 40 items 
are over and above that  which is controlled by Cocom. When requests 
for export of those items are brought to the Commerce Department, 
they send them over to the Defense Departm ent for our review. I f we 
have no objections, they are approved; if we object for national secu
rity  reasons, the item may not be approved unless the President over
rules Defense.

DEVELOPING U. S.  POLICY

Mr. Wolff. Mr. Holbrooke, I do not want to infer  that  I am 
opposed to the idea of sale of milit ary equipment to the People’s 
Republic of China in the same fashion as we engage in sale of equip
ment to any friendly country. The People’s Republic of China should 
share in tha t opportun ity.

I would jus t like to know, however, who initiated this idea of sales. 
Was it initiated  by us, or was it requested by the Chinese?
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Mr. H olbrooke. You mean where did the impetus for policy devel
opment come from?

Mr. Wolff. Yes.
Mr. Holbrooke. I think it was a natu ral development in the course 

of the postnormalization relations between the two countries.
Air. Wolff. Well, even with a natura l thing you have to have two 

people get together, you know. [Laughter.]
Mr. Holbrooke. The policy change was presented to the Chinese 

as an American initia tive during Secretary  Brown’s tri p on Janu 
ary 6, 7, and 8. Dr. Dinneen and I, and Mr. Pla tt, all participated 
in the meetings which were held, some between Secretary Brown and 
Geng Biao, the Vice Prem ier; some between Mr. Dinneen and his 
Chinese counterpart , and some between myself and members of the 
Foreign Ministry.

The Chinese at first were not entirely clear on the distinction be
tween military equipment and military  arms, a distinction which they 
had not previously perceived. So, we spent some time t alkin g to  them 
about that , and I think aft er those discussions they understood the 
policy. Subsequently, we had discussions here in Washington which 
Dr. Dinneen and Mr. Pl at t have conducted, and which the State 
Department has participa ted in, in which we have been clari fying  
and defining precisely what  the policy initiat ive meant.

CONSIDERING CERTAIN AIRCRAFT

Air. Wolff. I  can understand the categories as you have outlined 
them, but you say in category V II I in the Munitions Control News
letter :

(a) cer tain  air craf t, including helicop ters, designed, modified or equipped for 
the  following purposes: liaiso n, carg o/pe rsonnel carr ying, and ligh ter- than-a ir 
a ir c ra ft ; airb orne equipment, excluding airb orne refueling  equipment, specifi
cally designed for  use with  the  ai rc ra ft and engines of the types described in 
parag rap h (a ),  launching, arr es tin g and recovery  equipment for the  arti cles 
in par agr aph  (a) of this catego ry;  component par ts, accessories,  attachm ents , and  so on.

AVhen you talk  about “certain  aircra ft” you obviously have some 
» paramete rs tha t you consider. What are those parameters?

Mr. Holbrooke. Air. Chairman, I am glad you raise this question 
because it  gives me an opportuni ty to c larify a very important  point.

These categories are the formal, designated categories of the over- 
« all, based on title  22, Code of Federal Regulations, part 121, sub-

chapter (m),  the so-called ITA R list—internationa l traffic in arms 
list. These, are standard  categories, a very long list, and I thin k it 
might  be useful to submit for the record in your hearing not just  
newsletter No. 81, but the full list so that people can see not only 
what has been included, but what  has been excluded.

Now, having  said tha t, you asked a very critical  question, what 
does, for example, V II I( a)  mean, certain  a ircraft,  including helicop
ters, designed, modified or equipped for the following purposes, et 
cetera. The answer is, we have not yet made tha t determination. We 
are not going to make i t at th is point. This is a broader category than 
wo necessarily want  to make available on a case-by-case basis. We will 
decide tha t on the basis of, first of all, what the Chinese are inter-

66-4 37 0 - 8 1 - 2
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ested in. Second, what we think is consistent with the general criteria 
I  have already laid out.

So, I want to stress tha t there may be things which fit into category 
VIII, which are not necessarily going  to be made available on a case- 
by-case basis. Tha t decision is yet to come. I  can tell you in  all hon
esty tha t we have not addressed that decision yet, nor do we need to 
at this point because the Chinese have not indicated yet any specific 
requests which need to be approved or disapproved in the manner 
which Mr. Robinson, Dr. Dinneen and I have already laid out. But, 
we will deal with these problems as we move along and we will be 
consulting Congress on their views on those issues.

Mr. Wolff. Tha t equipment tha t is sold, obviously, in several cate
gories, will need some sort of education and t raining. Does that mean 
tha t you are now making available or will make available American 
personnel to be used for train ing purposes?

Mr. Holbrooke. I  do not preclude it. In other words, if it is an 
appropriate pa rt of a relationship in one of the sales areas, it  is quite 
possible th at such a thin g could take place. This would not be U.S. 
Government officials, necessarily. Most likely it would be personnel 
from the indus try making the product , once it is approved.

CASH SALES

Mr. Wolff. Do you anticipate coming to us and asking for for
eign mili tary  sales credits?

Mr. H olbrooke. No.
Mr. Wolff. These will be cash sales ?
Mr. H olbrooke. Yes.
Mr. Wolff. All cash sales?
Mr. H olbrooke. Yes.
Mr. Wolff. .If you decide that you are  going to  extend credits, will 

you come to the Congress because that will be a change of policy, 
then?

Mr. Holbrooke. We do not pla n to  ask you for credits.
Mr. Wolff. If  you decided upon extending credits, will you come 

to the Congress and ask the Congress?
Mr. Holbrooke. I think we would have to, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Wolff. I do think you are supposed to. [Laughter.]
Mr. Mica.

A CHANGE OF HEART

Mr. Mica. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Welcome, again, Mr. Holbrooke and gentlemen. W hat is the rush ? 

I mean, we had 30 to 40 years of antagonist ic relations with China, 
about 35 years. We did not speak to them. We fough t them in every 
bend in the road in the United Nations. We tr ied to get cer tain policy 
changes. We did not recognize them.

We jus t recognized them formally, opened the door a year ago Ja n
uary, or thereabouts, and now we are ready to list out tha t we are 
prepared to sell them airc raft , training equipment, pilot trainers , flight 
simulation devices, rada r trainers, search radar systems communica
tion.

I undersand the case-bv-case basis, b ut the chairman asked a ques
tion what brought it about—this still  is a mystery to me, this quick, in a
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period of less than 12 months dealing with a na tion tha t h istorically 
has ta lked in te rms of hundreds of years to change a policy. I s i t the 
current situation?

Mr. H olbrooke. I do not th ink we have rushed, Mr. Mica. The very 
facts you cite, 30 years of noncommunication, of legal and bureau
cratic obstacles; of psychological and historical inhibitions are what 
we and the Chinese agreed to sweep away.

If  the United  States  and the People’s Republic of China had had 
relations over tha t period of time, what has been encapsulated in the 
last 15 months—which has been a very important 15 months in the 
development of both countries, the relationships with each other and, 
in my view, the goal of strategic balance—would have been spread out 
over a 20-year period. Had tha t happened, these issues would not 
have arisen. If  we proceeded with our relationships with China in 
1979 and 1980 as though  the year was 1959-60, it would be the end of 
the century before we had anything  remotely approaching a normal 
relationship.

Hence, in the first 15 months of the  United States-Chinese post
normalization relations we have h ad three clear phases, and we have 
moved very fast. But we have not moved faster than either side wanted, 
or was in our national interests.

In the first place, we recognized each other. That was the act of 
normalization , the establishment of relations, opening of embassies, 
Senator ial confirmation of our Ambassador, the accreditat ion of 
theirs, Deng Xiaoping’s trip.

In the second phase we tried to  pu t our nondiplomatic , bila teral re
lations on a normal basis, This has been in  the area of the offer of 
Eximbank loans which we are now working out; OPIC guaran tees; 
opening o f consulates; the designation of China as a friend ly nation 
under article  607(a) of the Foreign Assistance Act, so i t is eligible 
for reimbursable assistance; a hydropower agreement; cultu ral 
exchange, and so on.

The third phase began with Secretary  Brown’s trip, and in th at we 
have tried  to move beyond the bilate ral relations into discussions of 
broad, strategic issues of mutual interest.

Now, this par ticu lar issue which brings us together today is one 
which really merges the second and th ird  phases, p art,  in our view, of 
a normal relationship between China and the United States.

U.S.-U .S.S .R . RELATIONS

Mr. Mica. Two points. Do we have a normal relationship with Rus
sia right now, and will the fourth phase be selling arms?

Mr. Holbrooke. I thin k tha t our relationships with the Soviet 
Union a t th is point are technically normal, and in political  terms are 
very strained. But I believe what we have done with  the  treatment of 
China is part of the normal relationship of the United States  and 
China. You do not t rea t a ll 150 nations in the world identically when 
you have normal relations with them. We take into account the 
special circumstances of each nation.

There are many th ings  we do with our allies, J apan or NATO, or 
our close f riends in ASE AN which we will not do with  the People’s 
Republic of China.
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Mr. Mica. Well, I still feel from your dissertat ion here, listing all 
of the things that happened in the past months are phenomenal. Every
thing tha t we have done in 15 months is more than one would even 
have dreamed about 15 months ago.

Mr. Holbrooke. I would like to inte rpre t tha t as praise for our 
policy, Mr. Mica.

Mr. Mica. It  migh t be. I  mean, it  is praise to a certain point. But it 
comes back to the point tha t the chairman raised, i t just seems in my 
mind we are moving so quickly, and we have come to a recommenda
tion here for selling what I consider to be questionable items to a 
friend  tha t we really have not gotten to know yet, nor do we have 
economic balances in place tha t could give us some kind of a founda
tion to build from. When I say th at, I am talking  in terms of, it ap
pears that  our Government action is far outs tripping our commercial 
action.

I do not know how many new ventures are  involved in China right 
now on a  sound footing, and what impact they have had on various 
communities, and so on. Bu t cer tainly, whatever i t is, these initiatives 
far  exceed what could have been done in the private sector, and tha t 
concerns me.

When you ha d this meeting, you said there were other agreements 
tha t were made at this meeting. You alluded to a number of agree
ments in a meeting that  this came about. What agreements ?

Mr. Holbrooke. I am not sure I follow you, Mr. Mica.
Mr. Mica. Maybe I misunderstood you. When the chairman said, 

“How did this come about?” You said tha t you participated in a 
meeting and, “We came to certain ageements of issues to discuss,” 
something along those lines. Were there other areas tha t have not 
been mentioned, other than this  list?

OTHER DECISIONS REACHED

Mr. Holbrooke. There were two related, but separable decisions 
tha t Secretary  Brown conveyed to the Chinese during this trip, and 
tha t is the reason why my colleague, Gerald Dinneen, was such an im
por tant par t of the trip.

The first is the one we are here discussing. The second one related 
to this  technology in the U.S. context and the COCOM context where 
we indicated to the Chinese our readiness to consider improvement 
of the procedures by which technology exports to China are considered. 
In neither  case have the Chinese been put on a comparable basis with 
our t reaty  allies or close friends in places like ASEAN.

Mr. Mica. But  the point of my question, to be specific, you came out 
of a meeting, a specific meeting at some place at  some time, or a series 
of meetings, and you have decided that here is a list of things tha t we 
mav sell the Chinese.

Were there other  agreements at tha t meeting, or during t ha t meet
ing. tha t are forthcoming?

Mr. Holbrooke. In fact, Mr. Mica, perhaps  we have a slight  mis
understanding, when we saw the Chinese, we did not give them this 
list.

Mr. Mica. I  understand that.
Mr. Holbrooke. We had to come back and develop it.
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Mr. Mica. But you agreed to come back and develop it;  is tha t correct ?
Mr. Holbrooke. We told them tha t we were now prepared, in general, to make a distinction between mili tary  weapons and mili tary  support equipment, a d istinction which we discussed with them until  there was a mutual understanding of what was entailed.
At tha t point, we left China and they said, “Well, what does it mean, what are you actually going to sell us; and what are you not going to sell us ?” We said, “We are not ready to discuss that w ith you, we jus t want to tell you about the distinction.” They said, “OK, we understand that.  Tha t is very interesting. We like tha t very much. Please, tell us what you mean by it.”
We came back to Washington, had the round of consultations in Washington; made public the change in policy before Munitions Control Newsletter No. 81 was published. At tha t point, we h ad not yet begun to develop the newsletter statement. Af ter  we made public the change in policy, we then sat down and worked out the exact details of what would and would not be on the newsletter list.

CHAN GE WIT HOUT CONSULTATION

Mr. Mica. All right . Tha t, I think,  is the whole point  of this hearing. I believe—at least for this member of the  committee—I read about the change in policy in the newspaper, I do not know about the chairman, maybe he was consulted.
Mr. Wolff. I want to make it  eminently clear that  I was not.
Mr. Mica. There was a change o f policy, I  knew noth ing about it. This committee knew nothing about it. There was a meeting where this emanated from. I am just wondering if there will be other points tha t will come from this meeting, or other changes in  policy, and this  committee will read about it in the paper.
I interpre t the duty of this committee to have some inpu t in this policy—rightly . Is this the forerunner of some new announcement?
Mr. Holbrooke. No, i t is not. We are not going to issue a second Munitions Control Newsletter with new criteria,  if tha t is w hat you mean.
Mr. Mica. Well, you have been very specific there. How about others, technology, for instance?
Mr. Holbrooke. Technology, we have already consulted with you on, that  change in our relationships to the COCOM procedures and China’s role, and also a parall el which Mr. Dinneen can address more specifically than I. The Soviet Union’s and our changes are  a matt er of considerable consultation.

NO OTHER ANN OUNCEMENTS

Mr. Mica. Let me just  tr y it from another angle here, maybe I  am misinterpreting your specificity. Is there something you can tell this committee in closed session that you cannot tell us now?
Mr. Holbrooke. On thi s issue?
Mr. Mica. On any forthcoming announcement.
Mr. Holbrooke. No; there is not. There is no forthcom ing announcement I am aware of in regard to United States-Chinese relations. On
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the contrary, if you read the speech I gave last week on U.S. policy 
toward  Eas t Asia, you will note tha t, having  listed this tremendous 
number of actions tha t took place in the last 13 months, I very 
specifically and deliberately said that we envisage the pace of move
ment in Sino-American relations to slow down gradually to a more 
normal pace. I listed only four items tha t I wanted to see rapid 
progress on, those were a maritime agreement; a textile agreement, 
which is the hardest,  for political reasons; a civil aviation agree
ment—and on tha t, I  am delighted to say tha t negotiations will begin 
in Peking  on April  15—and a trea ty on consular affairs. Those are 
the only four items I  specified.

SOVIET U N IO N  MO VE ME NT

Mr. Wolff. Would you yield for just  a moment?
Mr. Mica. Certainly.
Mr. Wolff. On this meeting tha t was held, did you expect anything 

from the Chinese Government whatsoever in the way of milita ry 
commitments, in return for the sale ?

Mr. Holbrooke. We did not ask for any because we were talking 
about a general proposition and not asking for a specific quid pro quo.

Mr. Wolff. Did this  change of policy occur as a result of any move
ment by the Soviet Union ?

Mr. Holbrooke. I think there was a clear relationship between the 
two.

Mr. Wolff. Thank you.

CONCE RN FOR POL ICY

Mr. Mica. Mr. Chairman, tha t concludes my comments or questions 
at this point, although I would like to say, I probably have a little 
bit more concern than you have expressed with regard to moving so 
quickly, and not out of any knowledge th at there is a problem with 
this. I have none whatsoever, I do not claim to have knowledge of any 
problems or concerns tha t would arise from this. But I have looked 
at the world situation  in my own limited way and see what we have 
built  by way of trucks in the Russian system, and those same trucks are 
now being utilized in the invasion of Afghanistan. We did ask, ap
parent ly, no quid pro quo.

As we look around the world, it just seems to me tha t we need to 
focus a sharp er eye on every one of  these—and I do not mean tha t 
improperly—but I feel my duty is to question a ll of these sales.

Mr. H olbrooke. Mr. Mica, I want to stress tha t we have not reached 
any sales decisions yet. So, it  would be inapprop riate to ask for quid 
pro quos. I think you are prejudging an issue on which we have not 
even had discussions.

Mr. Mica. What happens here, once the sale is announced, then 
they come to the Congress. Tha t is w hat always happens. “The sale 
is announced, our Nation has made a commitment. You must follow 
through with our commitment.” So, we get it either way.

So, I think , before we ever get down to these points we really 
ought to be careful. I had thought, when this first came out, about 
introducing some type of legislation for a 1-year moratorium on all
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actions that  would provide sales or actions of this  type. I do not 
know the ramifications of such legislation. I know they could be 
difficult if indeed something like t hat  passed. But, I  would hate for 
others tha t follow me to say what I have said about those who pro
ceeded me, tha t we mav not have taken enough care and caution on 
a lot of these types of weapons. It  has happened to this Nation, we 
have allowed our own goods and commodities to be used in a way 
that, has hur t a lot of people.

Mr. H olbrooke. Mr. Mica, T want to assure you th at we share  these 
sentiments. We are not going to make available to the Chinese, even 
if they fall inside these categories, items which we thin k are adverse 
to our security or tha t of our friends, or to stabi lity in the  region. 
We have not given away any options by doing this. If  we had not 
done this, we would have precluded the  possibility  of such exports.

Now, unless one believes that the fundamental decision was wrong— 
and I recognize tha t on th is honest people can differ, bu t we believe 
this was the correct decision taken at the correct time, in the  most 
efficient and policv-helpful sense—then it was the right thin g to do. 
It  removed a constrain t which was no longer in our in terest  to main
tain. It  did not put us in a position where we had  to do anything we 
did not want  to do. I want to stress that.

While I recognize your point about the trucks to  the Soviet Union, 
I th ink the situation is significantly different in every respect.

Mr. Mica. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

EFFECT ON SOVIET UN IO N

Mr. Wolff. Mr. Secretary, you answered my question whether this 
was influenced by any movement by the Soviet Union,  or in some other 
fashion, by events t ha t transpire d prio r to the  decision being made.

What effect would you say the change in policy like this—tliis is a 
very basic policy change—would have on th e Soviet Union? I  have 
no preference for either side in this conflict, except I think I  ti lt heav
ily toward the Chinese under the circumstances—that is a phrase  you 
have used in the State Depar tment  before.

Mr. Holbrooke. Mr. Chairman, as fa r as the effect on the Soviet 
Union goes, I do not profess to be an expert on the Soviet Union or its policies.

Mr. Wolff. Was it in tended to have an effect upon them ?
Air. H olbrooke. I t was intended to strengthen the strategic posi tion 

and advance the policies of  the United States  at a moment when we 
are facing a new challenge in an unstable par t of the world, in South
west Asia, and when we are facing questions about Soviet efforts to 
support the Vietnamese and build up thei r own installations along the Vietnamese coast.

SYMBOLIC OR MEANING FUL

Mr. W olff. Wh at I am getting a t, Mr. Holbrooke, is this intended 
as a symbolic gesture, or really, does th is provide the Chinese with 
increased capability of a meaningful nature?

Mr. Holbrooke. I leave other people to draw the symbolism, I am 
not very good at  symbolism. I think th at over time we believe this will
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contribute  to a strong, secure, friendly China which in turn  will be 
contributory to stability  in East  Asia.

Mr. W olff. Well, will it increase—and I would like to have Mr. 
Dinneen’s or someone else’s view on this—the defense capability of 
the Chinese?

Mr. Dinneen. Mr. Chairman, I will repeat again what Secretary 
Holbrooke has said, we have not, of course, made any decisions on 
the munitions control list items. Before I answer tha t question, I 
would like to take just a moment to go back to remind you th at dur 
ing the past  15 months there has been a great deal of commercial 
pressure—Mr. Mica raised tha t point—on what we referred  to earlier 
as dual use technology, civilian technology, which could in fact have 
milit ary appl ications.

All of those sales which will have been approved, have been ap
proved with constraints  on the end use. In  fact, one of the major 
purposes of our visit was to explain  the distinction between the dual 
use technology and this  mili tary  support equipment.

The categories of equipment that we talked about here, as I indi
cated earlier , can range in technology from very simple things to very 
complex things, and each of those would be reviewed on a case-by
case basis.

It  is clear, I think, to everyone tha t the Chinese mili tary capabilities 
are well behind ours and well behind the Soviet Union’s. So, even the 
acquisition of support equipment, such as trucks, as we discussed 
earlier, or communications, will help them to achieve a  more stable 
and secure China. I n tha t case, it  is in our national interest.

SALE OF HARDWARE

Mr. W olff. I have one more question before I yield to Mr. Solarz, 
and th at is : The equipment that you have in category IX  specifically, 
tra ining equipment oriented for pilot  train ing,  flight simulation de
vices, operational flight trainers, flight simulators and the like, does 
not this lead to the sale of hardware  ?

Mr. H olbrooke. Once again, Mr. Chairman, category IX  involves 
an internal range. Take flight simulators, for example; those can be 
flight simulators  for all types of airc raft , civilian, milita ry, attack, 
strategic. There is a wide range of options involved here. So, there
fore, decisions will have to be made internally within  category IX  
if inte rest is shown by the People’s Republic.

Second, some of these seem to imply technical training, and some 
do not. So, again I would stress tha t category IX  is undoubtedly 
broader  in theory than  it would be in actual applica tion under the 
situation.

Mr. Wolff. Mr. Solarz.

CONCEPTUAL FOUNDATION OF POLICY

Mr. Solarz. Thank  you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Secretary, I want to try  to get a better unders tanding, if I 

can, of the conceptual foundat ion of this policy. Would you let us 
know why you believe it is in our national interest to sell milita ry 
equipment to the People’s Republic, b ut not mili tary  weapons?
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Mr. Holbrooke. We believe tha t helping the Chinese develop the 
ability to modernize th eir defensive establishment in certa in selected 
areas of a nonotfensive nature, primarily, is in the mutual  interest of 
the United States  and China and furthers  stabi lity in the region. 
For example, Mr. Solarz, let us take the example of over-the-horizon 
radar, an example which Secretary Dinneen was specifically authorized 
and instructed  to use as an illus trative one with the Chinese. Over-the- 
horizon rad ar hardly threa tens any of China’s neighbors, but it does 
improve China’s ability, if  they desire—and they have not so indicated, 
I want to stress tha t—but it would improve the Chinese ability to 
protect itself. T hat,  we think , is in the interest of stability  of the region 
and of the United Sta tes.

Mr. Solarz. Well, there are all sorts of defensive milit ary equip
ment which could be primarily  utilized fo r the defense of China, which 
by your own logic would also contribute  to the s tability of the region.

If  our purpose here is to contribute to regional stabil ity by giving 
China the capacity not to wage war against other nations but just to 
defend itself agains t attacks from other nations, why not  include in 
the list of permissible items, essentially defensive weapons ?

Mr. Holbrooke. Once you cross the line between equipment and 
weapons, then the next subdivision, between offensive and defensive 
weapons, is a pret ty thin one. I  know th at for 50 years in Geneva and 
elsewhere the inte rnational  arms control community has tried to define 
the difference. But, when you get righ t down to it, it is a very tough 
line to define. We felt tha t moving into tha t area would have negative 
consequences of a la rger  sor t, beyond the United States-Chinese rela
tions.

Mr. Solarz. What would they be ?

ASIAN  CONCERN

Mr. Holbrooke. I  thin k they would raise serious concern in very 
many other  nations in the world. For example, in the discussions that  
many of the people who are here with me today, and I have had recently 
with American Ambassadors and envoys in Asia, we have found very 
widespread feelings that the other countries of Asia would be very 
concerned if t ha t particular  line you are now alluding to were crossed.

I stress tha t because I  think many people think tha t the only possible 
answer to your question is tha t it would upset  the Soviet Union. But 
I think  i t is very important to recognize t ha t there is another  reason for it.

Mr. Solarz. Which Asian countries would be upset by the decision 
to sell defensive military  weapons to China ?

Mr. Holbrooke. I  think  it would be inappropriate  for me, Mr. Solarz, 
to be more specific on th at  in a public session, but I would be pleased 
to discuss with you at  length, private lv, the views of all our Ambas
sadors in the region as to the impact of this.

Mr. Solarz. Did any Asian countries express concern over the deci
sion to sell mili tarv  equipment to the People ’s Republic?

Mr. Holbrooke. They did not.
Mr. Solarz. So, in your judgment none of them are concerned about that .
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Mr. Holbrooke. There is acceptance and understanding of the policy 
tha t we have been discussing today.

Mr. Solarz. On the par t of all of the Asian countries ?
Mr. Holbrooke. On the par t of all of the Asian countries with 

whom we have good relations.
Mr. Solarz. What about Taiwan ?
Mr. Holbrooke. The authorit ies in Taiwan have indicated tha t they 

are not pleased with the decision. I  might point ou t th at there is noth
ing we have done with the People’s Republic of China that has pleased 
Taiwan in the las t 15 months.

Mr. Solarz. Do we have good relations with Taiwan ?
Mr. Holbrooke. We do not have relations with Taiwan.
Mr. Solarz. Well, we have economic relations with Taiwan.
Mr. Holbrooke. We do not have govemment-to-government rela

tions.
Mr. Solarz. The Japanese expressed no objection or concern ?
Mr. Holbrooke. Secretary Brown flew from Shanghai  to Tokyo, saw 

the Prime Minister  and Foreign Minister, discussed it with them.
There has never been a negative word from Tokyo.

Mr. Solarz. What about South Korea?
Mr. H olbrooke. I then flew to South  Korea  from Tokyo and ta lked 

to President Choi and other officials; the same reaction. In tha t case 
even more significant, given the long history of concern in Seoul to
ward China.

Mr. Solarz. Thailand ?
Mr. H olbrooke. No problem, on the contrary. I have visited all five 

ASEAN countries, spoken to the leaders of all five. The Prime Min
ister of Aust ralia  and the Deputy Prime Minister of New Zealand 
have been here, we have had direct discussions with a ll of  them.

MILITARY  WEAPONS

Mr. Solarz. Now, in those discussions, did you raise the question of 
how they feel about the sale of mili tary  weapons, as distinguished 
from milita ry equipment ?

Mr. Holbrooke. I t invariably  came up, whether we raised i t or they 
raised it. ' *

Mr. Solarz. Well, without naming the countries—which you seem 
unwilling to do in public session—can you indicate to us what was the 
nature  of the concern which was expressed ?

Mr. Holbrooke. I think  it varies from country to country,  Mr.
Solarz.

Mr. Solarz. In  other  words, it was more than one country tha t ex
pressed concern?

Mr. Holbrooke. I thin k it  was a very widespread feeling on the p art  
of other countries in the region, but it  would be h ighly inappropriate  
for me to specify individual views.

Mr. Solarz. I will not ask you to do tha t in public session. But, could 
you characterize in general terms the nature of the concerns th at were 
expressed about the sale of military weapons to China, without identi
fying the countries ?

Mr. Holbrooke. I think tha t individual countries approach the 
issue differently, based on historic, geographic, and strategic relation
ships with China.
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Asia’s objections

Mr. Solarz. Give us a sample of some of the objections or concerns.Mr. Holbrooke. Some countries are concerned tha t China might be able to transfer  mil itary  equipment to o ther countries and cause additiona l pressure on them. Some countries have a more general concern. Some countries, to the extent tha t countries have been engaged in the past in direct problems with China, those countries would also have expressed a special concern.
• Mr. Wolff. We will have to recess for a vote. We will be back within 5 or 7 minutes.

[Whereupon, a recess was taken.]
Mr. Wolff. The subcommittee will resume.

* Mr. Solarz.
Mr. Solarz. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Secretary,  you had indicated before the recess th at there  were a number of unspecified Asian countries th at expressed concerns about the sale of m ilita ry weapons to China, but which raised, presumably, no objections to the sale of military equipment.
Did these countries support the sale of milita ry equipment to China?I mean, did they think that it would serve useful purposes and create a more stable situation, or were they simply refraining from raising objection?
Mr. Holbrooke. I  thin k there is a range from those who actively supported it to those who showed no objections and indicated tha t they saw no problem with  it. Nobody opposed the decision when we consulted.
Mr. Solarz. Which countries supported i t ?
Mr. Holbrooke. Again, Mr. Solarz, I would prefer to reserve for executive session the detailed statements of how individual countries reacted. I t was not  a series of formal consultations in which they took formal positions; but  i t was stressed that there was no opposition to the policy, and widespread unde rstand ing of it.

NATIONAL INTEREST

# Mr. Solarz. Now, if selling mili tary  weapons to  China would be a source of real concern to our Asian allies, and if presumably we believed that the  sale of milit ary weapons to China a t tnis time would not be in our national interest,  will you try to explain once again why you, believe it is in  our national interes t to sell them m ilita ry equipment, as dis tinguished from mili tary  weapons? Why does this create more stable conditions in the region ?
In  what specific ways is it in our national interes t to sell them the kind of mili tary  equipment tha t is listed here ?
Mr. H olbrooke. Let me go back to a sentence which has become a lmost a cliche, a statement about United States-Chinese relations, by now—a stable, secure, friendly China is in our view in the interest  of s tability  in the region and the world, and in American interests.I would also refer  you to the Vice President’s speech at Peking University in August of last year, where he amplified that.  In  the circumstances tha t prevailed  in December and January, this action tha t we are discussing today seemed to be an appropriate step in the relationship.
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Mr. Solarz. Have the Chinese, prio r to our making this decision, 
expressed an interest in being able to obtain milit ary equipment?

Mr. Holbrooke. They have not made the distinction between equip
ment and weapons that we made durin g the trip.

NO SPECIFIC REQUESTS

Mr. Solarz. They had expressed th eir interest  in weapons as well, 
then?

Mr. Holbrooke. They did not specifically ask for weapons from us 
because we have stated publicly repeated ly tha t we did not intend to 
sell weapons.

Mr. Solarz. Well, i f they  did  not  make a distinction between equip
ment and weapons, and they did not  ask fo r weapons, that  means they 
did not ask for equipment, either.

Mr. Holbrooke. Th at is correct. But we knew from the ir discussions 
with the Europeans that  they were interested in modernizing their  
defense establishment with outside assistance.

Mr. Solarz. Do we have any projections  as to how much equipment 
we expect them to buy in the next year or so?

Mr. Holbrooke. We have no idea a t all. I would like to say t ha t my 
guess is, it  is going to be much less than most people in this  room now 
think  it will be.

Mr. Solarz. Is there any military equipment which they might want 
to get from us which they cannot ge t from o ther countries in  compara
ble amounts or quality ?

Mr. Dinneen. I think tha t most of the equipment tha t we may con
sider on a case-by-case basis on t his munitions control list  probably 
could be acquired from other countries. I think  our equipment is su
perior  in most cases; it  probably  is more reliable and we have a  much 
more well-developed base.

Mr. S olarz. Are there any other countries to whom this distinction 
between our willingness to sell m ilita ry equipment but not military 
weapons is applicable, in terms of our arms control policy ?

Mr. Holbrooke. I would defer to Mr. Robinson.
Mr. Robinson. I  would say not with this precision.
Mr. Solarz. What kind of precision ?
Mr. Robinson. Well, as foreign  policy interests change, we change 

what we want to  supply and w hat we do not. But we do not have any 
list, specified for any country.

UNITE D STATES SALES TO COM MUNIST COUNTRIES

Mr. Solarz. Let us look a t some of the Communist countries. Are 
there any Communist countries in Eastern Europe or elsewhere in the 
world to whom we sell weapons?

Mr. Robinson. No, sir.
Mr. Solarz. Wha t about Yugoslavia?
Mr. Robinson. Yes.
Mr. Solarz. So, the “no” is the “yes” and the  “yes” is the “no” ?
Mr. Robinson. Well, we sell to Yugoslavia, but we do not sell to 

Romania, Bulgaria, and so forth.
Mr. Solarz. We do sell weapons to Yugoslavia?
Mr. Robinson. Tha t is correct.
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Mr. Solarz. And Yugoslavia is a Communist country.
Mr. R obinson. Yes.
Mr. Solarz. There is no other Communist country that we sell weap

ons to ?
Mr. Robinson. No, sir.
Mr. Solarz. Are there any Communist countries that  have asked us 

for weapons, besides Yugoslavia?
Mr. Robinson. I  cannot speak for the countries themselves. Uni ted 

States  indus try applicants have made applications on the ir behalf, and 
we have told them, no.

Mr. Solarz. Are there any Communist countries to whom we sell 
milita ry equipment tha t does not reach the definition of “weapons” ?

Mr. Robinson. Not munitions list items.
Mr. Solarz. East  Germany ?
Mr. Robinson. No.
Mr. Solarz. No other Communist country  ?
Mr. Robinson. No.
Mr. Solarz. So, th is is the only Communist country to whom we 

are selling military equipment, othe r than Yugoslavia.
Mr. Robinson. That  is correct.
Mr. Solarz. Now, why do we make th is distinction  for China and 

not, say, for Romania  ?
Mr. Holbrooke. I thin k the circumstances of the  relationship are 

significantly different.
Mr. Solarz. I n what way ? China is a country of 1 billion, Romania 

is a small country. Romania is in Eastern Europe, and China is in 
Asia. [Laughte r.]

I mean, surely, Mr. Secretary , you can do better than  that , other 
wise you would be here and I  would be there.

Mr. Holbrooke. I thought, Mr. Solarz, you were going to answer the 
question. I was just going to wait. [Laughter.]

JUST IFYING  DECISION

Mr. Solarz. Seriously, w hat is i t about China that  justifies the de
cision to give them military equipment ?

Mr. Holbrooke. The relationship between the two countries, the 
United States and Romania and the United States and China is sig
nificantly different. Second, the Chinese relationship with the Soviet 
Union and the Romanian relationship with the Soviet Union— 
although they are  both neighbors—is significantly different.

But  I must say very frankly,  tha t since I  have nothing to do with 
United  States-Romanian policy and never in my life have worked 
on it, I am not the appropriate person to ask for a comparison. I can 
speak to United States-Chinese policy and relations.

Mr. Solarz. Wh at opinion, if any, did Ind ia express about this 
policy ?

Mr. H olbrooke. Once again,  Mr. Solarz, I would prefer not to go 
into specifics, but I would say tha t th is was discussed extensively dur
ing Mr. Clifford’s trip  to New Delhi. ' # .

Mr. Solarz. Do you believe tha t this has resulted in an improve
ment in American-Chinese relations ?

Mr. Holbrooke. This  policy decision ?
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Mr. S olarz. I  mean, what was the  reaction of the Chinese?
Mr. Holbrooke. I would rather  answer you by talking about the 

effect of Secretary Brown’s tr ip,  of which th is was one of about four 
or five major items, if tha t is all right with  you.

I believe tha t the effect of Secretary Brown’s trip  was that the 
Chinese and the U nited States mutual ly unders tand tha t we have en
tered into a new, what I called earlier in response to Mr. Mica, thi rd 
phase of our relationship, where we can have broad discussions of is
sues of mutual concern. I think this was an important par t of that  
development.

Mr. Solarz. Has  thi s new decision and policy created any expecta
tions on the part o f Pek ing th at we might soon be willing to sell them 
weapons as well as equipment ?

Mr. Holbrooke. There is no reason for them to draw tha t conclu
sion. There  is nothing th at we have said to them tha t would lead them 
to conclude tha t we are going to cross that bridge.

U.S .8.R.  RESPONSE

Mr. Solarz. I believe the chairman asked you, but  I  have to con
fess, I  do not recall the answer, what the specific reaction of the Rus
sians was to this decision. Have they registered any complaints?

Mr. Holbrooke. The Soviet Union has treated the decision in the 
context of their basic attitude toward Sino-American re lations, which 
is extreme concern and annoyance at the improving relations.

Mr. Solarz. Well, did they say anything specifically about this 
decision?

Mr. Holbrooke. I am not aware of any specifics tha t they have 
communicated, but I want to stress tha t I am not necessarily privy 
to al l communications at the highest level between our two countries.

Mr. Solarz. Finally, have we ever sold milita ry equipment listed 
on Newsletter 81 to the Soviet Union ?

Mr. Holbrooke. No.
Mr. Solarz. Thank you very much.

PAST SALES TO PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF CH INA

Mr. Wolff. Thank you, Mr. Solarz.
I wonder i f Mr. Dinneen, Mr. Robinson, or  Mr. P lat t, can tell me 

about any equipment tha t we have sold to the Chinese in the past ; 
components or the like. Have we sold any equipment to the Chinese 
prio r to this  time in the way of eithe r equipment itself, or compo
nents, tha t appear on th is list?

Mr. Robinson. We have not sold them anything that appears on 
this list. The only munitions list items that have been sold to the 
People’s Republic of China are inert ial navigation systems for the 
commercial Boeing 707; those were the only items tha t have ever 
been sold.

Mr. Wolff. Do you all agree?
Mr. Dinneen. That is correct.
Mr. Wolff. Now, on items tha t are not on the munitions list, 

high technology items, I take it tha t we have sold them, electronic 
chip s; have we not ?
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Mr. Dinneen. I believe there have been sales of some electronic 
chips, commercially available chips, modest-size chips.

Mr. Wolff. Would you be involved at all in this, in the event tha t 
they went for more advanced chips?

Mr. Dinneen. Yes; they would come to the Department. The 
request, which is a commercial item, would go to the Commerce 
Department. I t would then come to the Departmen t of Defense for 
review. If  it were par t of a piece of military equipment or support 
equipment, would go to the State Depar tment  and then to the De par t
ment of Defense. So, we would be m the review process.

SELLING COMPUTER WARES

• Mr. Wolff. Now, what about computers?
Mr. Dinneen. The same thin g holds true for computers.
Mr. Wolff. Do you happen to know what the highest-speed com

puter  is tha t the Chinese have today?
Mr. Dinneen. I could not give you the specific number. But they 

have purchased some relatively modern computers.
Mr. Wolff. They have attempted to purchase a high-speed com

puter from us and, I believe, i t was turned down, some time ago.
Mr. Holbrooke. They wanted the 174, which was turne d down. 

They have a 172 from Control Data  Corp.
Mr. Wolff. We were told when we were in China in Jan uary tha t 

they no longer wanted the 174, they had advanced the ir own tech
nology to a poin t where they wanted a million-bit  or a billion-bit 
computer. I do not know the difference.

Mr. Dinneen. Probably a million bits, I would think. A billion 
bits is a little beyond us.

Mr. Holbrooke. Mr. Chairman, we should start by understanding 
the very basic fact  tha t the Chinese, understandably, want  state  of 
the art,  or as close to state of the art  as possible in any field of 
technology, and above all in this field, which is the single most 
importan t.

SECOND CH INE SE LESSON

• Mr. Wolff. W hat  would be the effect, Mr. Holbrooke, of a second 
“Chinese lesson” on this type of a sale?

Mr. Holbrooke. Well, tha t is an impossible question for me to 
answer, it involves too many hypotheses s trung together. For example,

• we do not see such a lesson—and I assume you are refe rring to the 
lesson the Chinese attempted to teach the Vietnamese.

Mr. Wolff. You know th at I am not at the moment enamored of 
the Vietnamese or thei r policies on a number of thin gs; but by the 
same token, we have taken a position agains t the  Russians based upon 
thei r invasion of Afghanistan . I t is a violation of the terr itoria l 
integrity of another nation.

Now, what would happen—and we have heard about the “second 
lesson”—what is the procedure for the United States  in the event 
of a second invasion of Vietnam? Would we hold the same pos ition 
with them as we hold with the Russians?
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Mr. Holbrooke. Well, I think there  are two different questions 
here. We have stated that we have opposed the first lesson, the first 
Chinese attack on the Vietnamese; we did so privately and publicly 
before and after the event. We have stated tha t we do not believe a 
“second lesson,” as you termed it, would be a contribution  to stabil ity 
in the region, and we have also stated tha t we would oppose it.

However, the linkage tha t you are now talking about is one tha t 
I simply cannot make. There are many different scenarios which 
could lead to another direct confrontation by arms between China 
and Vietnam. Without knowing the direc t circumstances, I cannot 
predict  the exact U.S. response, and I  think i t would be inappropriate .

But I would like to add one thing, Mr. Chairman, since you have 
raised an important issue: We do not see any evidence that such an 
event is imminent.

PHASES OF POLICY

Mr. Wolff. You talked about tha t we entered the thi rd phase. Do 
we have any idea how many phases there are?

Mr. H olbrooke. Well, the th ird  phase, as we publicly defined it re
peatedly, is the relationship in the 1980’s. This is a relationship in the 
1980’s in which we hope th at the United States and China will find 
an increasing number of commonly held objectives, and we will be able 
to move forward toward those objectives.

Mr. W olff. I s there a four th phase, o ther than you have outlined 
already ?

Mr. H olbrooke. Not in our own thinking a t this  time. I t is the his
torians  who resurrect and redefine the phases later.

Mr. Wolff. But you are not  a historian by nature, I mean, afte r all, 
you are an “architect of policy.”

Mr. H olbrooke. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Dr. Dinneen is the en
gineer, Dr. Brzezinski is the architect.

Mr. Wolff. I thought you were the engineer and he was the master
mind. [Laughte r.]

china’s future role

Mr. H olbrooke. The phases that I have delineated, are self-evident 
from the process that we have been undertaking. The thir d phase is 
a speculative phase. Maybe a few years from now we will look back 
and say, “Well, we never really developed that  third phase into  a Sino- 
American dialog which was m ean in gfu lo r maybe we will look back 
and say, “Yes, indeed, Secretary Brown’s trip , following the Vice 
President ’s t rip  did begin a  process of a dialog between the  United 
States and China beyond our bilate ral relations which really made a 
difference and contributed to world stabi lity.” I  cannot say. All I can 
say is, the first phase is defined and ove r; the second phase is defined 
and 90 percent over—I have listed the four things tha t remain, mari 
time, civil aviation, textiles and consular—and tha t really is it in the 
second phase. The third phase is really the beginning of a testing 
of what China ’s role in the world will be, and what impact this will 
have on U.S. policy.

We have asserted a broad hope for  what China’s role in the world 
will be in the decade tha t began, quite symbolically, in the  first  week 
of the decade with Secretary Brown’s visit. Only time will tell. We



27

are optimistic about it on t he basis of Secretary  Brown’s tr ip and the  
followup trip  to Washing ton week before last, in which you and 
your committee played an important role, of the Chinese Vice Foreign 
Minister. We will be cont inuing the k inds of exchanges which his trip 
began, by formal agreement with the Chinese. The next tri p we plan 
is the Director of Politico-Military  Affairs, Reg Bartholomew, who 
will go to China in May. Then, sometime in the middle of the year 
Secretary  Brown will host a retur n visit here by Vice Premier Geng 
Biao, and there will be additio nal trips back and for th between C hina 
and W ashington , some at the h ighest levels like the trip s between Sec
retar y Brown and Geng Biao; some at subcabinet levels like the tri p 
by Reg Bartholomew. Tha t process, I believe, will have its effect. All 
of us have par ticip ated  in Vice Prem ier Deng’s trip , on both sides, and  
recognized tha t the level of exchange of views—and I assume tha t 
was also evident to you and your colleagues—was significantly im
proved over the previous dialog. It  was more candid. There were less 
set-pace statements on both sides, we are beginning to know each 
other.

MU TUA L VALUE

These discussions have a tremendous mutual value. I am talk ing 
here not just about discussions on bilatera l relations, but discussions 
about Afgha nis tan ; the general crisis in Southwest Asia, and Euro
pean, East  Asian, and Afr ican  and Middle Ea stern  issues.

COMMON DEFENSE

Mr. Wolff. One aspect of this, Mr. Secretary—and again, I  hope 
I am not misinterpreted, but one aspect of this troubles me, which is 
the fact tha t in a change of policy such as this, we do not have any 
assurances in the other areas. Can you tell us about any assurances 
tha t we may have in the way of common defense of places like P akis 
tan, the situation in Afghanistan ? I know tha t is not part of your 
part icul ar bureau, b ut by the  same token, in talking with t he Chinese, 
quite obviously the discusion d id come up as to thei r response to the 
Soviet intrusion  into Afgh anistan and the possible intrusion  into 
Pakistan. Did you receive any assurances, other than  the idea of 
materiel in the way of support from the Chinese, Mr. Pl att ?

Mr. Holbrooke. We did not seek assurances, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Wolff. Mr. Holbrooke, I asked the question of Mr. Pla tt. It  

was indicated that Mr. Pl at t could answer the question.
Mr. H olbrooke. I am sorry, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. P latt.1 Thank you, Mr. Chairman. W e did not seek any par ticu 

lar  assurances on these scores, nor did  we receive any.
Mr. Wolff. I s there a reason why we did not seek assurances? Aft er 

all, if we are engaged in a common defense of an ally and a friend, 
Afghanistan , would not it be logical to  say to the Chinese, “Well, what 
are you prepared to  do?” I know th at we as a committee could not get 
any real answers, but we as a committee asked. Would it not be a 
logical assumption to believe that  you or your people would ask, “Wha t 
would happen if the Russians invaded Pakis tan ; what are you pre-

1 Nicholas Pla tt, Deputy Assist ant  Secretary of Defense for East Asia and the Pacific.
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pared to do?” What are the Chinese prepared to do, or was tha t a 
question that you folks did not ask ?

FRIENDS NOT ALLIES

Mr. Holbrooke. The Chinese, Mr. Chairman, the Chinese and the 
United  States are not allies, they are  friends. We are not in an alliance 
relationship with them.

But we have discussed these questions with them, and they have 
made the same kind of general statement  to us t ha t they made to you. *
We have not pressed them for assurances on Pakistan  because tha t is 
an issue between the Pakistanis and the Chinese.

Mr. Wolff. But you have been pressing—you and the Defense 
Department—have been pressing the United States and the  Congress, 
up until recently, for assistance to Pakistan. Now, you have asked 
for this because we feel there is a serious th reat.  Now, if  there is a 
serious th reat, then you also speak not only to allies, but to friends 
saying, “What are you going to do about this ?”

Mr. Holbrooke. Tha t is correct, and I consider tha t pa rt of the 
discussion among the most important tha t we have had with the 
Chinese.

Mr. W olff. And do you feel confident tha t they will respond in a 
fashion that will be of material consequence ?

Mr. H olbrooke. I  think the record shows very clearly th at Pakis tan 
has received more aid from China than any other source over the last 
5 years, by a very large margin.

ASSISTING PAKISTAN

Mr. W olff. Mr. Secretary—and I  do not mean to  take the time of 
Mr. Guyer, Mr. Guyer can have all the time tha t he desires—but this 
is a serious question that  I have. The point being, so far as Pakistan  
is concerned, tha t Pakistan  certain ly cannot contain a major thrust 
of the  Russians just with materiel, they need manpower. We, accord
ing to our informal agreements with  Pakis tan, have said that we would 
in some fashion furnish the manpower tha t would be necessary to con
tain  a Soviet thrust. *

Why is it not conceivable for  us to ask the Chinese, “Are you going 
to supply manpower, o r are you just going to give them materie l?”

Mr. H olbrooke. We have discussed these matte rs in various degrees 
of specificity with the Chinese, Mr. Chairman. I do not think it would 
be appro pria te to go beyond the general statements Mr. Plat t and I 
have already made.

Mr. Wolff. Can you supply t ha t for us in a classified fashion ?
Mr. H olbrooke. I will be happy  to discuss it fur ther with you in a 

descriptive form, the exact exchange between our two governments 
on this issue over the  past months. I  want to stress to you, we not only 
understand the importance o f your question, but we share your  in ter
ests and concerns here. I believe the Chinese do, too.

MUTUA L UNDERST ANDING

I want to stress again that  when I talked about this  third phase I  
stressed tha t it began wi th Secretary Brown’s t rip—tha t was only 12
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weeks ago. Tha t is a very short time in the history  of a relatio nship 
which has had the tort ured past  tha t the Chinese-American one has. 
I have talked about future trips. We have every reason to believe tha t 
each of these exchanges—our trip s to China, their trip s here—are r e
sulting in a great er degree of mutual  understand ing on both sides. 
Tha t mutual  understanding, tha t is not just rhetoric , that leads di
rectly to great er effectiveness in such specified areas as the one you 
have mentioned.

KOREA

Mr. Wolff. In my final question I am going to depa rt a little bit  
from this  because of recent events in Korea. Was t here any discussion 
with the Chinese relative to Korea  ?

Mr. P latt. Normally, we have talked about Korea whenever we had  
global consultations , or consultations on the Asian scene with  the Chi 
nese. In  the course of the Brown trip, the subject did come up. Are  
you more interested  in the recent context , or just  the Brown tri p itself ?

Mr. Wolff. I am interested in the  overall situation. There have been 
a number of recent intrusions , I believe, by the North Koreans, which 
seemed to be c ontra ry to what we as a committee were told when we 
were in China. Then they said they felt the North Koreans were not  
attem pting to take advanta ge of the polit ical s ituation in South  Korea.

Mr. P latt. Thi s is a subject I would be pleased to brief you on in 
closed session.

Mr. Wolff. Thank you. Mr. Guyer?
Mr. Holbrooke. A fay I just  say, Mr. Chairm an and Mr. Guyer, on 

the question about Korean  actions, I would urge  you to avail yourself 
of Air. P la tt’s offer since it is an intere sting issue. But I  would like to  
say in public tha t we considered, and still consider, the north-s outh 
talks tha t began since you were last  in the region, as a potentially 
promising event. We find the incidents in the DMZ inconsistent w ith 
an interpreta tion of those talks as a sincere effort by the North Koreans.

BU RD EN  ON NO RT H KOREA

So, it  is o ur view t ha t the burden is really on th e North  Koreans, 
afte r these four  incidents, to demonstrate the ir sincerity. I  want to 
stress th at point. We find it hard to reconcile these incidents with the 
interpreta tion of the efforts as sincere. On t he other  hand, the  s itua
tion is significantly different in N orthea st Asia toda y th an it  has been 
in the past, and we do n ot want to preclude the possibility tha t there 
is something meaningful here. So, we will watch the next few days 
and weeks with par ticu lar attention in both the Defense Department 
arid the Sta te Department.

Mr. Wolff. Tha nk you. Mr. Guyer?

PU RC HAS IN G EL SE WH ER E

Air. Guyer. Tha nk you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Secretary, I have no pointed questions. I was looking over the 

categories. I  do see many items which some years ago were almost con
comitant with some of  the  items we were selling to t he Soviet Union,
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to s ta rt  w it h ; and the n the y pro gre sse d to more h ighly technica l items 
which l at er  became conve rsio nary.

I  do no t suppose any of  th ese  item s, pa rti cu la rly since  the y are  be
ne ath the sophist ica ted  level of  com puters , are  le thal ly  ins pir ed .

I  am  curious,  No. 1, could t he  Ch inese bu y m ost  of these  th ings  some
where else?

Mr.  H olbrooke. Mr. Guy er, fir st  l et me stress  t hat there is n othing  
on t hi s lis t we have  ev er sold th e Sovie t Union.

Mr. Guyer. Pe rh ap s n ot, bu t we led  up to some item s w hich now a re 
being very hig hly  o bjec ted to, as  you  know.

Mr. H olbrooke. T hat  i s th e im po rta nt  di sti nc tio n betw een dua l- 
use techno logy, such as a  comp ute r which could be used e ith er  fo r a nt i
sub marine warfare  or  fo r seism ic exp loration .

Mr.  Guyer. Well,  innocent th in gs  l ike  te levision sets  a re  now being 
used  in airpla nes and  submarines.

Mr. H olbrooke. T hat  i s a no ther  exam ple  o f dual use, bu t the  i tems 
on th is  lis t are no t rea lly  du al  use. You  cou ld find civ ilian  uses fo r 
some of  thes e things, bu t you wil l note, fo r exa mple the fir st item, 
category  V II , trucks, tra ile rs , ho ists and skids specifically des igned 
fo r ca rrying  and ha nd lin g the  ar tic les  in pa ra gr ap h (a ) of  categ orie s 
I I I  an d IV . Tha t does not mean ju st  trucks, th at means  tru cks de
signed  f or  m ili ta ry  use.

Mr.  G uyer. Yes.
Mr.  H olbrooke. T hat is an im po rta nt  d ist inc tio n.
Mr. Guyer. Well,  you also ge t in to  helicop ters and ce rta in  typ es of 

ai rc ra ft , support ive  rep lacem ent  item s, an d so on. I  am no t worrie d, 
bu t it  is no t exact ly a ga rage  sale bu t I  am curious a s to  how many 
of  th ese thing s the y can  buy some place  else. Most of  th em, I  imagine, 
the y could.

Mr. D inne en . I  th in k th at  most of  the  items, Mr . Guyer , could be 
purch ased  p rim ar ily  fr om  the W estern  Europ ea n c oun trie s.

Mr . Guyer. W ha t lit tle I  know  abou t t he  C hinese  c apabili ty,  when 
the chair ma n and I were t he re,  t hey were  very upt ig ht  a bout the one 
comp ute r a nd  they  made  it  ve ry cle ar t ha t, “W e do  no t need  you now .” 
Th ey  got  i t somewhere else.

I  hav e a fee ling th at Ch ina because of  the  catch up  position the y 
are  in  econ omically,  wou ld ra th er  buy  th ings  th an  tr y  to  pro duc e 
them. T hat  even goes fo r con ven tion al items. For example, most all  
the cars dr ive n in  Ch ina are  bo ug ht  outsid e th e country . As I  recall,  
we rode in  Russian air planes  in C hin a; is that  not ri ght ?

Mr.  W olff. I  do no t th in k the  gentl eman is en tir ely cor rec t in 
th at . I  th in k it  was Ru ssi an  des igned, bu t locally  manufac tur ed .

Mr. D in ne en . That i s correct.
Mr . Guyer. Well,  m ost of  the  cars,  I  t hink , were  not  m anufac tured 

in  Ch ina . I  th in k they w ere p urchased  elsew here.
At any rat e, th a t could be looked into, it  is ne ith er  h ere  n or  there. 

Th is  i s a  be nign lis t, as fa r as I  a m concerned. I  d o n ot  see a ny  venom 
in  this .

SUPPLY LIST

Now,  I  wa nt to  ask  a que stion th at might  be con fident ial,  I  do no t 
know. In  the various tr ip s th a t hav e been made to  th e People’s Re 
pu bl ic  of  China , I  not iced a very str on g in terest by various gro ups,
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merchandis ing groups, manufacturing  groups  and States—including 
my own State  of Ohio, from which our Governor led a delegation over 
there. Was there not a consortium of manufacturers who helped to 
put together a list of things they could supply ?

Mr. H olbrooke. You mean this list?
Mr. Guyer. Any of these items, did they come from any k ind of a  

cartel or consortium ?
Mr. Holbrooke. This list  was developed by a committee which Mr. 

Dinneen headed, on behalf  of Secretary Brown, Secretary Vance, 
Dr. Brzezinski.

Mr. Guyer. I s there a dollar  figure, le t us say, fo r fiscal years 1980 
and 1981?

Mr. Dinneen. I t is very difficult to predict. There is a  grea t deal 
of commercial interest. As you point out, this  list  is very broad.

Mr. Guyer. Yes; it is, from weather devices to trucks and hoists, 
and what have you. I  am just curious, inasmuch as we are try ing  to  
improve our balance of payments with tha t country because they 
have been notoriously low in their imports  from us, they undoubtedly 
are try ing  to step up the  activity.

Mr. Dinneen. You are quite right , Mr. Guyer, there is a good deal 
of commerical interest. We have had a lot  of inquiries  from indus try, 
and tha t is one of the reasons for publishing this  list, so that we could 
give some guidance to our indus try as to what types of things we 
would be willing to consider. There  will be some commerical barriers .

Mr. Guyer. I  am not fear ful of these things coming back to haunt 
us, although we are  becoming victims of many of our own devices, for 
example, our problems with OPEC countries. It  is well established 
tha t most of the Pers ian Gulf  countries could not have gotten their 
oil out of the ground w ithout American equipment.

So, in a measure we do find ourselves sometimes victims of our  own 
ingenuity. But, I  personally would like to see the re lationsh ip stepped 
up, and certainly,  American manufactur ing is hanging  on the  ropes 
righ t now with run-away inflation and unavailable money. Our capi
tal city is full of people, and tha t is the reason I was not here on time 
today. The real estate people, the private contractors, homebuilders, 
and the manufacturers themselves cannot find a dime fo r investment 
capital.

So, I am curious what t his would contribute to our economic pack
age, which we sorely need to produce—as long as it is not used ad
versely aga inst us. I do not have any other questions.

ACDA ROLE

Mr. Wolff. One final question. Was the Arms Control and Dis
armament Agency pa rt of the decision on the change of policy?

Mr. Holbrooke. Yes; they were, and the Director of the Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency, Gen. George Seignous, accompa
nied us on the tr ip. It  was the  first time, indeed, tha t we opened arms 
control discussions between the United States  and the People’s Re
public of China.

Mr. Wolff. Did they have any objections to this?
Mr. Holbrooke. No, sir.
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Mr. Wolff. Would any of these sales reduce the availabil ity of sales 
to any other place in  the world because of the limita tions tha t the 
President has placed upon the sale of arms ?

Mr. Robinson. No, sir.
Mr. Wolff. In other words, this would be in addition. So, it would 

be a change in policy in tha t direction, in other words, this would 
increase the sale of arms.

Mr. Robinson. They perta in to foreign military sales, and these 
are commercial sales.

Mr. Wolff. We thank you, gentlemen, very much for coming up 
today and bearing with us.

MAN UFA CTU RING CONCERNS

Mr. Guyer. Could I ask in closing, have many American manu
facturing concerns been made aware of these potentia l markets ? For  
example, you may recall tha t Coca-Cola, to cite one, had their  labels 
printed in Chinese before we recognized China. You may remember 
that.  I  am just curious to know whether there may be some manufac
tur ing  concerns who are aware of this and maybe are preparing  a 
bid, which is all right.

Mr. Dinneen. Yes; they are aware.
Mr. Guyer. They are aware of it.
Mr. Dinneen. This list has been distributed.
Mr. Robinson. The list went to well over 1,900 addressees.
Mr. Guyer. Thank you.
Mr. Wolff. Thank you very much. The committee stands adjourned.
[Whereupon at 4:25 p.m. the subcommittee adjourned, to recon

vene at the call of the Chair.]
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The subcommittee met at 2:10 p.m. in room 2200, Rayburn  House 
Office Building, Hon. Lester L. Wolff (chairman of the subcommittee) 
presiding.

Mr. W ol ff . The subcommittee will come to order. There are a num
ber of measures on the floor today, particularly the State and Justice 
Depar tment  appropriations, which some of my colleagues are very 
anxious to either put limitations on, or to see th at the State Dep art
ment adhere to the  general wishes of the Congress, therefore they are 
very zealously guard ing thei r positions on the floor, and they should 
be joining us shortly.

Today, the Subcommittee on Asian and Pacific Affairs is holding the 
second of a series of  hearings on the subject of relations between the 
United States and  the People’s Republic of China.

Our purpose is to develop a greater public awareness and under 
standing of Sino-American relations today: Where they stand I1 2 3/* 
years after normalization ; where they are going, and where they 
should be going if  we are to build a strong  and enduring re lationsh ip 
with the People’s Republic of  China.

Moreover, a t a time when there is increasing debate over the advis
ability  of milita ry ties with the People’s Republic of China, the sub
committee believes it is imperative to examine the Sino-American re
lationship in the strategic context of our relationship with the Soviet 
Union. Thus, among thp key questions the  subcommittee is interested 
in addressing ar e:

KE Y QUESTIONS

1. Bearing in mind our historic lack of understanding of China and 
our failure to foresee major shifts in Chinese policy, how clear of an 
unders tanding do we have of Peking’s in tentions toward  the United 
States and the U.S.S.R. ?

2. What positive results do we expect our new ties with the People’s 
Republic of China to have on the U.S.S.R. ? W hat sort of reaction can 
we ant icipate  from Moscow should the United States-People’s Repub
lic of  China relationship develop an increasingly military nature?

3. Can we realistically expect the Soviet Union to put aside 20 
years of conflict with China and view the Sino-American re lationship 
solely in a bilateral context and not directed aga inst the  U.S.S.R. ?

(33)
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5. If  China follows its current avowed modernization policy of 
modernizing first the economy and then the military, will not the 
People’s Republic of China be likely to lag behind the U.S.S.R. for 
many years to  come and, if so, may it not become a more strategic lia
bility  than an asset in U.S. competition with the U.S.S.R.?

TRIANGULAR RELA TION SHIP

Of part icular interest to the subcommittee will be the views of our 
witnesses on the validity of the triangular relationship as a f ramework »
for the conduct of relations with China and the Soviet Union.

In  addition to its consideration of the strategic implications of the 
United States-People’s Republic of China relationship, in subsequent 
hearings the subcommittee intends to examine the bilatera l relation- »
ship in a regional Asian-Pacific context and to address questions r e
lated to prospects for political stabil ity and economic modernization 
within the People’s Republic of China.

Our objective is not to advocate one policy as opposed to another— 
my views on the development of our relationship with the People’s Re
public of China are a matter  of public record. However, our objective 
is to focus public attention  and debate on issues which will signifi
cantly affect the diplomatic security interests of the United States in 
the decade ahead.

The subsequent hearing dates are scheduled on August 26, Septem
ber 9 and 17 as a follow-on to this meeting.

With these thoughts in mind, we welcome today’s witnesses, Mr. A.
Doak Barnett, senior fellow at  the Brookings Insti tution, a “perpet
ual” witness here when it comes to China and other areas of interest 
in Asia.

Mr. Allen W hiting , professor of Chinese Studies at the University  
of Michigan, and shortly joining us will be Mr. Michael Pil lsbury of 
the Senate Republican Policv Steering  Committee.

Gentlemen, if you would like to summarize your statements, the en
tire statements, without objection, will be included in the record. Mr.
Barne tt, will you please proceed ?

STA TEM ENT  OF A. DOAK BARNETT , SEN IOR FELLOW, BROOKINGS 
IN ST ITUT ION

Mr. Barnett. Mr. Chairman, I am pleased and honored to testify— 
again—before your committee. I  apologize that  I  was not able to pre
pare a written statement. I am working under great pressure to com
plete a very long book. The staff asked me to  open with some oral 
comments, which T will do. I will try  to be brief. The subject is a 
complicated and important one, however, so if I could have a few 
minutes more, perhaps 3 or 4 minutes more, than those who jus t have 
to summarize a paper, I would be gratefu l.

I would like to star t with some very general comments about United 
States-China relations at this stage. As you said, i t has been only iy 2 years since we normalized formal diplomatic relations. I think that,  
in general, what has been accomplished in this brief period has been 
extremely encouraging, grati fying , and significant.
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SOUND BASIS FOR RELATIONS

We have established the beginnings of a sound basis for friendly 
political relations with the People’s Republic and, at the same time, 
have continued a reasonable, nonofficial relationship with Taiwan.

We have rapidly expanded educational, cultura l, scientific, and 
technical contacts between our two countries and begun cooperation 
in many of these fields in a rather remarkable way. I t is noteworthy 
that  the United States now has more Chinese scholars and students 
studying and working here than any other country has a t the  present 
time.

We have established the essential legal framework for a significant 
long-term economic relationship with China, and our trade has been 
growing, although I will immediately say tha t it is still relatively 
small and is still seriously imbalanced in the sense tha t the Chinese 
buy much more from us than  we buy from them. Moreover, it is 
nowhere near the level t ha t Jap an has established, and it is not close 
to what the actual potentia l is, in my opinion.

All of this has developed more rapid ly and smoothly than anyone 
had a right  to expect, or than most people did expect. I think tha t 
this has been due, in par t, certainly, to the very important changes 
tha t have taken place in this period in China, where a pragmatic 
leadership has initiated  a series of new policies, outlined an ambitious 
modernization program, and has turned outward  to a greater extent 
I would argue, joining the world economically, tha n at any time since 
1949.

I believe that the development of United States-China relations in 
this period had tended to suppo rt and reinforce these pragmatic and 
moderate trends in Chinese policy.

However, we should not exaggerate what we have accomplished, 
even in the fields th at I have been talking  about, in consolidating the 
basis for a dependable, lasting political-economic relationship. In a 
great many fields we have just made a s tart.  We already have made a 
lot of promises, and it is going to take years to car ry them out effec
tively. There are now more than a dozen U.S. agencies, Government 
agencies, tha t have begun cooperative programs with the Chinese in 
a wide variety of fields—health, education, energy, agriculture, com
munication, and others but all of them have jus t started and barely 
gotten off the ground.

The U.S. Government has  promised $2 billion worth of Eximbank 
credits to China ; and it has promised tha t we will give OPIC guar
antees for investments in China, but we have not yet delivered on 
these promises; there are no funds available.

The American business community has begun to explore important 
possibilities for large-scale cooperative ventures with the Chinese— 
for example in oil, and in some other fields. However relatively few 
of these have as yet crystallized and been consummated.

MUTUAL BENEFITS

The main task in United  Sta tes-China relations  in the period ahead 
is to follow through in these fields, to strengthen our political  and 
economic relationships and put  these relationships on a lasting  basis. 
In my opinion the  main emphasis should be on economic, educational,
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scientific an d technical , and cu ltu ra l prog ram s. The se cle arl y are  of  
mu tua l benefit to ou r two  cou ntr ies . Th ey  will  su pp or t Chin ese mod
ern iza tion, which wil l co ntr ibute  to  mo derat ion  an d stab ili ty  wi thin 
China . They will bene fit the  Uni ted St ates  economically. An d I  be 
lieve th at  they  will serve ou r broa de r intere sts , inc ludin g our securi ty 
inte res ts.

Success in these  f ields is n ot  au tom atic. We  sti ll have to ap ply a lot  
more  inte lligence to insure  th at  we are  effective in these fields. We 
have  to tak e a lon g-r ange  view, and we stil l hav e to  make some ha rd  
decis ions  even to follo w th ro ug h on promises th at  we alr eady  have 
made.

Spe cifically, l et me m ent ion  a  few t hing s t hat I  thi nk  we have to do. 
We have to  provide  mo re fina ncing an d cre di t t o back  up ou r economic 
rel ati onship,  to  sup po rt Ch ina’s m odern iza tion and to increase Un ite d 
State s-C hin a tra de , th roug h Ex im ba nk , th roug h Am erican  pr ivate 
banks, an d th roug h the  IM F an d W or ld  Bank. We hav e no t yet  pr o
duced on any of these.  Ja pan  an d West ern  Eu ro pe  hav e pro vid ed,  or  
offered, very large  amoun ts of  cred it to the Chinese. Th e Un ite d 
States  rea lly  is not in  the  game as ye t.

PRO TEC TIO NIS T IM PU LS ES

We wil l also need—an d th is  may be one of  the  tou ghest  th ings  to  
do—to avo id pro tec tio nis t impulses. We hav e to buy more  low-cost , 
labor- intens ive  Chinese goods,  inclu ding  text iles, and  many  such  goods. 
I  am th e firs t to recognize all  the problem s th at  th is  involves. I t  is 
po lit ica lly  and  eco nomically  very  d ifficul t f or  th e Un ite d Sta tes . Ho w
ever , it  is very do ub tfu l th at  we wil l, over tim e, be able to create  and 
susta in an im po rta nt  lon g-t erm  economic rel ati on sh ip wi th China  un 
less we are  able to face up to some ha rd  decisions in th is  field.

We  are  on the  verg e, as I un de rs tand  it, of  a tex til e agreem ent  of 
some sor t. I do no t th in k it  is go ing  t o be the  kin d th at  w ill solve the  
problem , it  will  impose severe res tri cti on s on the  Chinese.

We  also  need to  bro ade n and div ers ify  U.S . exp ort s to 
China . They have been main ly ag ric ul tu ra l so fa r. In du st rial  exports  
are  growing . B ut  we need to  be a serious  par tici pa nt  in  th e m ajo r t rade  
whi ch is g oin g t o t ak e place, an d is b eg inn ing to tak e place, in man u
factured  goods, pa rti cu la rly  in pl an ts  and techno logy to help bu ild  
China ’s in fras truc tu re  and  develop  key economic fields  in China . 
In  do ing  thi s, we cou ld pro fit by lea rn ing from the Japanese  and em ulati ng  th em in ma ny respects .

We  need a  lo t mo re k now ledg e a nd ex per tise  ab out th e Chinese econ
omy, an d abo ut how to  deal  with  it  ef fectively,  as the Japa ne se  do.

We need inc rea sin g cooperat ion  between the  U .S. Government , U.S.  
business, and knowledgeable  academic spe cia list s on how best  to go 
abo ut developing last ing economic relatio ns.  We need  to tak e a long-  
ran ge  view, as I th in k t he  J ap anese and some Eu ropeans do. Very few 
Am erican s look a t economic coopera tion in  th is way.

COOPERATION ON  FOOD AN D AGRIC ULT URE

I  wou ld say  we need  t o pu t special  empha sis  on coo peratio n in two 
fields. One  is food and ag ric ul tu re , and t he  o ther  is ene rgy. They bo th 
are  fields in which there  is a treme ndous po ten tia l fo r extensive, mu-
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tually  beneficial cooperation between our two countries. It  would be of 
enormous benefit to the United  States, as well as to China, if  this could 
be developed, and it would have significance for some key global 
problems.

I have not mentioned the words “security” or “mili tary  relations” 
so far, and this has been deliberate. In  my view, creating  s trong po
litical and economic relationships between our two countries is the 
best way to serve our mutual  security interests at the present time. 
Moving from economic-political relationships to overt mili tary  re
lationships will not necessarily serve the interests, including the se
curity interests, of either country in the period immediately ahead, 
in my view.

The United States and China obviously do have important  security 
interests t ha t are paralle l, and we have recognized these. They include 

a common interest  in restrain ing and counterbalancing mili tary moves 
by the Soviet Union, or by countries allied with the Soviet Union, 
such as Vietnam, which can have destabilizing effects in East Asia.

But  we also still have a good many differences in our interests, and 
differences in approaches to a range of problems—problems in Ko rea ; 
problems in Southeast Asia, and I would say even the basic issue of 
how best to deal with the problems tha t the Soviet Union poses for 
both of us. We cannot ignore these. Moreover, it is not in the United 
States  in terest to take action, or  encourage others to take action, th at 
may increase tensions and have destabilizing effects in Eas t Asia.

MILITARY RELATIONSHIP

In the present, very complicated situat ion in Asia, developing a 
real military relationsh ip w ith China, which goes beyond the kinds of 
contracts we now have in the milita ry field or present policy re gard 
ing the sale of some kinds of dual technology tha t might have long- 
range military utilit y, would tend-^-in my view—to risk raising ten
sions and be regionally destabil izing fo r several reasons.

Moves in this direction would risk  creating, at the least, uneasiness, 
and perhaps over time serious anxieties and doubts, in Jap an and in 
a number of smaller Asian allies and friends. If  carr ied very far, they 
could induce Jap an  and others to reexamine the ir policies. It  could 
have adverse effects on our relations with them, and, a t worst, it  could 
alter  the present pat terns  of rela tionships  in the  area, almost certainly 
for the worse.

I would also argue tha t it would not necessarily result in stronger 
United States-China relationships over the long run. I believe that , 
actually, China is ambivalent about the possibilities of United  Sta tes- 
Chinese military relationships . For understandable reasons the Chi
nese would like to obtain technical help in modernizing the ir defense 
forces, but they do not, in my judgment, want an alliance-type of 
relationship that involves major  reciprocal obligations.

They also, in my view, are wary of being manipulated by the United 
States. Chinese leaders are on record as saying to American leaders 
that we should not “stand on the ir shoulders” to attack  the Soviet 
Union.

MISPERCEPTIONS

There are several kinds of possible misperceptions and miscalcu
lations that one must be concerned about in thinking  about  the possi-
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bility of milit ary relations between our two countries. I think there 
is a danger tha t the United  States  might  arouse unrealist ic Chinese 
expectations about the possible level of support in the event of crises 
involving it. Or there is a possibility tha t we might  encourage the 
Chinese—tacitly if not otherwise—to believe that actions they might 
take, of which we really disapprove, would be ones for  which, some
how, we would give certain types of suppor t. If  tha t were true, and 
we did  not give such support,  the outcome could be very unfortuna te for all concerned.

There also is a danger tha t some in the United States  will have 
unrealist ic expectations about China’s real security potent ial, or po
tential milit ary value to U.S. interests, in futu re crisis situ
ations. In purely milita ry terms China will remain relatively  weak 
for a long time. Limited milita ry assistance to China will not change 
tha t any time soon. We should not expect the Chinese to take military  
risks on our behalf from the ir position of weakness. They are not likely to do so.

There could be some risk, nevertheless, tha t if the Chinese were to 
initiate certain  milita ry actions tha t they felt were necessary based 
on their perception of their  interests, and we thought they were un
wise but we had a military relationship, there might be pressures for 
us to be involved, even if we did not wish to be.

UNITE D STATES-PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF CH INA-U.S.S .R. RELATIONS

Most important of all, the dynamics of the United States-China- Soviet relationship today are extremely complex, delicate, and sensi
tive. Although both we and the Chinese wish to counterbalance and restra in Soviet power, our judgments and perspectives on how best to t ry  to do this are not identical.

It  is not in the U.S. interest, in my judgment, to try  to 
deter and balance the Soviet Union in East  Asia by taking actions 
tha t clearly will feed Soviet paranoia, and could stimulate an even greater Soviet milita ry buildup in the region and might provoke 
Moscow into taking even more active counteractions than it has in 
the last couple of years—and I  think Moscow already has reacted 
to our developing China relationship—and tha t conceivably could 
close and lock the door fo r years against the possibility of some steps 
to try  to reverse the recent deterio ration of United States-Soviet relations.

Developing an overt U.S. mili tary  relationship with China at the 
present time, under present circumstances, would risk  doing just that.  
It  is less likely, in my  opinion, to persuade the Russians to show 
greate r restraint than it is, perhaps, to stimulate them to strengthen  
their forces in Asia, to consider how they might  react more forcefully 
in areas such as Southeast Asia and conceivably even against  China itself.

I t is by no means clear, in my mind, therefore,  t ha t under present 
circumstances an expanded United  States-China military relationship 
really would enhance the security of either the United States or China.
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The United  States obviously should not and cannot be indifferent 
to China ’s security concerns. It  is vulnerable. We should continue to 
make it very clear tha t we believe tha t all countries, including the 
Soviet Union, should avoid threat s to China. But we should be care
ful—as the Chinese themselves should be careful—to avoid provoking 
new threa ts tha t neithe r we nor the Chinese will be adequately 
prepared to  deal with. I th ink it is necessary to try  to defuse potential 
threats. We need a strong  military position, but we also need to  try  
to defuse possible dangers through political, diplomatic , and  economic 
means.

UNIT ED ST ATE S- PE OPL e ’r REPUBLIC OF C H IN A  POL ICY

In  ligh t of these complicated considerations, what should U.S. 
policy be? I would like to make the following brief  points :

Fi rs t and most important,  as I have said, I believe that we should 
continue to work hard, and make some of the difficult decisions neces
sary, and invest some of the resources necessary, to  consolidate our 
political  and economic relations  with China. We should give high 
prio rity  to developing a really broad and important economic rela 
tionship. However, under  existing circumstances, in my judgment , 
we should not move towards an overt mili tary relationship . Nor should 
we use the threat  of doing so as a “China card” against the Soviet 
Union, or slide mindlessly in tha t direction in small incremental 
steps.

More specifically, I believe tha t contacts and consultation between 
the United  States  and China on security problems, and contacts be
tween Uni ted States and Chinese mili tary personnel and leaders such 
as we have established, are justifiable and desirable. The sale of non- 
lethal milita ry support equipment is more arguable. We have started 
it, and it is very difficult to reconsider elements in policy already under 
way. In my own judgment it would be preferable from the Chinese 
point as well as our point of view i f China obtained most such m ate
rial from other countries.

I believe tha t a more flexible policy toward sales of dual technology 
to China—tha t is, more flexible than  we pursue toward the Soviet 
Union—is justifiable under existing circumstances. China needs a great 
deal of technology for its economic modernization. There  is not the 
same risk in selling dual use technology to China as there is in sell ing 
such technology to the Soviet Union, where they might be rapidly 
and directly diverted to military uses tha t could be threa tening to 
others.

However, I believe tha t our premise in making  such sales should 
be that we are prepared to make them primarily  for assistance to 
China’s economic development and modernization. Where par ticu 
larly  sensitive technology is concerned, tha t is, technology which 
clearly has major  mili tary  implications, I thin k we should require 
end-use statements and inspections.

There will be many tough  decisions to be made on, a case-by-case 
basis, in this very fuzzy, gray  area, but the guiding principle, I  re
peat, should be th at we should be flexible when we believe the main 
significance of such sales relates to civilian development, and we 
should be cautious when it is apparent tha t the main util ity is 
primarily  military-related.
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NO ARMS SALES

We should continue, in mv view, the present policy of not selling U.S. weapons to China. Rut we should also continue. I believe, a permissive policy toward the sales to China of defensive conventional arms by West European countries tha t choose to make them.Some analysts label this as a “cop-out” and do not see the difference, but in my view there is a difference—a big difference. Western  E uropean sales of such milit ary equipment to China are motivated in large part by economic and commercial reasons, and although the Russians will not like them, they will know th at they are not a step toward direct Western European involvement, milita rily, in crises situations in East Asia. ,Direct U.S. weapons sales to China clearly are viewed 
by Moscow as confirming their  worst fears about an emerging hostile alliance directed against them. Their response might well be to try  to find ways to take counteractions tha t I think  could raise tensions and the risks and dangers in the region in ways tha t would create a less rath er than  a more secure environment.

Present United  States-China relations  clearly serve the security interests of both the United States and China. Streng thening political  and economic relations will improve our ability to deal, indiv idually, in some cases in paral lel, in some cases jointly, wi th problems th at the Soviet Union poses, and also to deal with many other problems throughout  the region where we have paral lel interests. I  believe, hopefully, th at this will contribute to a more stable equilibrium in the area.But moving at present towards a m ilitary relationship of an overt 
kind, which Moscow would view as a United  States-China, and possibly a Uni ted S tates-China-Japan-European anti-Sovie t united  fro nt or alliance, would in my view, u nder existing circumstances, be more likely to have destabilizing than  to have stabilizing  effects on the region.

Mr. W olff. Thank you very much, Mr. Barne tt. You said you did not have a prepared statement, but  I guess you have been p repar ing for this  for  many years.
My reaction is, I am concerned—and I  must say this—tha t our pol- *icies toward China and the Soviet Union are one being dictated  by the other, rather than a bilateral relationship standing on its own.I feel th at there is a much greater concern with the cause-and-effect relationship r athe r than the direct rela tionship t ha t exists between our *two countries.
I would like to pass now to Professor Whiting.

STATEMENT OF ALLEN S. WH ITIN G, PROFESSOR OF CHINESE 
STUDIES, UNIVER SITY OF MICHIGAN

Mr. Whiting. Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the subcommittee, it is a privilege to address the question of Sino-American relations at this par ticu lar time. I  would like to summarize my paper in a few minutes of opening remarks.
Thi rty years afte r Chinese and Americans fought  thei r first major war in the Korean Peninsula , Pek ing and Washington have finally established full diplomatic relations, thanks to the courageous and cor-
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rcct steps taken by Presidents Nixon and Carter. The United Sta tes has 
also at  long last  ended its formal intervention in the Chinese civil war 
by terminating its Trea ty of Mutual Defense with the Republic of 
China. Sino-American trade is surpassing the most optimistic fore
casts, with 1,000 Chinese students and scholars in American univer
sities to advance China’s scientific and technological modernization.

STRATEGIC PA RT NE RS HI P

However, the next stage in Sino-American relations raises new ques
tions and problems. I think we have solved most of the immediate 
issues between our  two countries. Now, the possibility arises of enter 
ing into a strateg ic partnership. This prospect was raised by Vice 
President Mondaie speaking on Chinese media at Beijing Univers ity 
in Augus t 1979. In  his words, “The fundamental challenges we face are 
to build concrete political ties in the context  of mutual security.” Mu
tual  security implies an alliance relationship. More recently, Assistan t 
Secretary of State for East Asian Affairs, Richard Holbrooke, de
clared, “A China confident in its ability to defend its borders agains t 
foreign aggression enhances s tability  in the Pacific and on the Eu r
asian landmass, and the refore  contributes to our own security and tha t 
of our allies.”

In pursuit of this goal, Mr. Holbrooke declared, “We can and we will 
assist China’s drive to improve its security by perm itting appropriate 
technology t rans fer, including the sale of careful ly selected items of 
dual-use technology and defensive military sup port equipment.” While  
repeat ing previous admin istration policy against the sale of arms to 
China, he implied tha t th is was subject to  change by noting  th at “the 
current international situat ion does not just ify our doing so.”

The Mondale and Holbrooke speeches signal an impending  Sino- 
American m ilitary entente directed against the  Sovie t Union, at least 
as seen from the vantage point of Moscow. While  Holbrooke asserted 
tha t “ relations with China are not a simple function  of our relations  
with the Soviet Union,” he warned tha t “the  pace of their  advance has 
been and will continue to be influenced by changes in the  internat ional 
environment”—a clear hin t of the tria ngula r fix on policy which he 
elsewhere tried to deny.

These propositions deserve careful scrutiny. China’s military mod
ernization is a massive undertaking. It  will require the total  reequip
ping of the air  force which is wholly obsolete, and the complete 
overhaul of the ground forces where capabilities are sadly deficient 
compared with those of the Soviet Union. I t will also require the re
training and u pgrading  of human skills involved in the management 
and maintenance of the  vast People’s Liberation Army. Only th rough  
this gargantuan effort can China feel t ruly confident “in i ts ability  to 
defend its borders against foreign aggression.”

But more than feasibil ity forces us to ask ha rd questions concerning 
our milita ry relations  w ith the People’s Republic. The political  con
sequences must also be weighed.

people’s republic of china  foreign policy

What  is ou r confidence in predicting future Chinese foreign policy ? 
What  are the prospects in the 1990’s when Beij ing’s modernization 
program should begin to bear fru it? Does the past provide precedent
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for prediction, or is this a watershed period for th e People’s Republic 
and its interaction with the world? How do we envisage our longrun 
policy with Moscow? Is it one of  maximizing the force available to 
deter Soviet aggression, and should deterrence fail , to win World War 
II I?  Or do we have a mixed strategy of selective confrontation and 
cooperation in hopes of stabilizing the relationship and reducing the 
risk of war?

I would like to simply summarize the points tha t are extended in my 
written testimony. One, there  are impor tant differences in the way in 
which Beijing and Washington define their  relations with Moscow. 
China sees the Soviet Union as an enemy who must be confronted 
totally and globally without compromise or cooperation on any point. 
The United States shares the responsibil ity for defending its allies 
and friends against Soviet expansionism, but it also has a responsi
bility to reduce the possibility of war between the superpowers by 
compromise and cooperation with the U.S.S.R. in areas of mutual interest and mutual benefit.

Two, Ch ina’s border dispute with the Soviet Union has triggered 
armed clashes and contributed to the massing of more than 1 million 
troops in confrontation along tha t 4,650-mile border. The United 
States has no interest in suppo rting either side in this dispute  or in 
strengthening either side agains t the other.

Three, China’s ter ritor ial disputes with India, Vietnam, the P hil ip
pines, Malaysia and Jap an include claims extending throughout the 
South China Sea, the East China Sea, and the waters between 
Korea and Japa n. These claims not only affect these countries directly, 
but they bear upon the economic activity of other countries in shipping, 
fishing, and the exploration of offshore oil on the Continental Shelf. 
The United  States has no interes t in strengthening China’s ability to 
advance its claims by the use of force.

SI N O—A M ER IC A N RE LA TI ON S

Four , these factors preclude defining the Sino-American relation
ship as one of mutual security, or in other terms which imply an 
identical interest in milita ry and strategic matters. Therefore, we 
should:

1. Maintain an embargo against the sale of weapons to the 
People’s Republic, and

2. Avoid the use of rhetoric  which implies to the Chinese or 
others any such identity  of interest. We should, however:

3. Have differential embargo lists for China and the Soviet 
Union, covering dual technology which may have military as 
well as civilian application. The potential use of such technology 
is very different in a superpower with the human and techno
logical resources of the U.S.S.R. as compared with an under
developed economy such as the People’s Republic of China. 
Moreover, this technology cannot be denied China over a pro
longed period because of competitive suppliers  elsewhere and 
the permeability of knowledge and skills as China modernizes 
in the world economy.

In closing I would second Mr. Barnett ’s comments to  the extent 
tha t our support for China’s economic modernization should be full
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and generous. This is important to help the world’s largest and 
oldest society raise its living standards and its self-respect as an 
advanced economy. China’s interaction with other countries can 
advance common interests in the management o f resources, pollution, 
and other problems of  concern to regional and global security. This 
may in time aid in settlement of pending issues with Ch ina’s neighbors 
mentioned earlier. Thank you.

[Mr. Whiting’s prepared statement fo llows:]

«
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Prepared Statement of Allen S. W hiting , Department of Political Science 
and Center for Chi ne se  Studies, University of Michigan

SINO-AMERICAN MILITARY RELATIONS

In tr oducti on

U.S .-C hina  p o li cy  ha s acco mp lishe d many o f i t s  o b je c ti v e s  si nce  th e  

h i s to r ic  v i s i t  o f  P re si d en t Nixon to  B eij in g  and th e  Shang hai  Communique 

of Fe brua ry  1972. F u ll  dip lo m at ic  r e la ti o n s  between th es e  two ma jor  P ac i

f i c  powers have  opened  th e  do or  to  an ev er  expan din g rang e o f tr a d e , t r a v e l ,  

s c ie n t i f ic  and c u lt u ra l exchange . The Uni ted S ta te s  is  be ginn in g to  p la y  

a m ajor  ro le  in  C hin a' s economic  m od er niz at io n. A modus viv en di on Taiwan 

ha s obvia te d  th e  ne ed  fo r  an American  def en se  commitment and ended ou r

in te rv en ti o n  in  th e  Ch inese c iv i l  war .

C hin a' s su pport  fo r  th e  U .S .- Ja pa n s e c u rit y  t r e a ty  st re ng th ens th e  

p ro sp ects  fo r  pe ac e and s t a b i l i ty  in  n o rt h ea s t A si a. ^ C hin a' s c lo se  co 

opera ti on  w ith th e  A ss oci at io n  o f South ea st  As ian  Nat ions  (ASEAN) in  con

demning th e  Vietn am ese  in vas io n o f Cambodia i s  an im po rtan t co unte r to  

expanded Sov ie t in fl uence  in  th e  a re a . S in o -P ak is ta n i co n su lt a ti o n s have  

re in fo rc ed  South  As ian  re s is ta n c e  to  th e th re a t o f Sov ie t ex pa ns ionism , 

m an if es t in  th e  in vas io n of A fg ha ni st an .

The p ro gre ss to  date  ha s been so sw if t and su cces sf u l as  to  exc eed  

th e  most o p ti m is ti c  expec ta ti ons o f th ose  who la bo re d ov er  th e  p a s t te n  

year s to  b ri n g  ab ou t a new re la ti o n s h ip  be tween  China  and th e  Uni ted S ta te s . 

T ac ti c a l barg ai n in g  and te c h n ic a l pro ble ms  co ntinue to  impede so lu ti o n  o f  

such  m att ers  as  t e x t i l e  quo ta s,  c iv i l  a i r l i n e  ar ra ng em en ts , and th e  f in a l  

d is p o s it io n  o f  fr oze n a sse ts  and con fi sca te d  pro pert y  cl ai m s.  But th e  

p o s it iv e  fa r  ou tw eigh s th e n eg a ti v e , to  th e  c re d it  of hi gh  o f f i c i a l s  in  

B eij in g  and Wash ing ton  who com mit ted  t h e i r  p o l i t i c a l  p re s ti g e  to  a Sin o-

American d e te n te .

However,  th e  nex t st age  in  Sin o-Am eri can r e la ti o n s  ra is e s  new quest io ns
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and problems. Having resolved most of the immediate issues between our 

two countries, the possibility arises of entering into a strategic partner
ship. This prospect was raised by Vice-President Walter Mondale, speak

ing on Chinese media at Beijing University in August 1979. In his words,

"The fundamental challenges we face are to build concrete political ties
* . . . 2in the context of mutual security." Mutual security implies an alliance 

relationship. More recently, Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian
r Affairs Richard Holbrooke declared, "A China confident in its ability to

defend its borders against foreign aggression enhances stability in the 

Pacific and on the Eurasian landmass, and therefore contributes to our 
own security and that of our allies."3

In pursuit of this goal, Mr. Holbrooke declared, "We can and we will 

assist China's drive to improve its security by permitting appropriate 

technology transfer, including the sale of carefully selected items of 

dual use technology and defensive military support equipment." While 

repeating previous administration policy against the sale of arms to China, 
he implied that this was subject to change by noting that "the current inter 
national situation does not justify our doing so." (Italics added)

The Mondale and Holbrooke speeches signal an impending Sino-American 
military entente directed against the Soviet Union, at least as seen from 

the vantage point of Moscow. While Holbrooke asserted that "relations with 
China are not a simple function of our relations with the Soviet Union," 
he warned that "the pace of their advance has been and will continue to 

be influenced by changes in the international environment," a clear hint 
of the triangular fix on policy which he elsewhere tried to deny.

These propositions deserve careful scrutiny. China's military modern

ization is a massive undertaking. It will require the total re-equipping



of the air force which is wholly obsolete and the complete overhaul of 

the ground forces, where capabilities are sadly deficient compared with 

those of the Soviet Union. It will also require the retraining and up

grading of human skills involved in the management and maintenance of the 

vast People's Liberation Army. Only through this gargantuan effort can 

China feel truly confident "in its ability to defend its borders against 

foreign aggression."

But more than feasibility forces us to ask hard questions concerning 

our military relations with the People's Republic. The political conse

quences must also be weighed. The borders that China seeks to defend are 

disputed by its two largest neighbors, the Soviet Union and India. Inci

dents along the Sino-Vietnamese border contributed to China's invasion of

Vietnam in 1979. China's territorial claims at sea conflict with those

of Vietnam, Malaysia, the Philippines, and Japan. China's continental 

shelf position challenges that of Japan and the Republic of Korea. Last 

but not least, Beijing reserves the right to use force against Taiwan.

These potential flash-points of controversy compel us to examine the assump

tions and implications which underlie present and prospective policy.

In addition, of course, there is the larger question of the triangular 

relationship. How do we envisage our long run policy toward Moscow? Is it 

one of maximizing the force available to deter Soviet aggression and should 
deterrence fail, to win World War III? Or is it a mixed strategy of selec

tive confrontation and cooperation in hope of stabilizing the relationship 

and reducing the risk of war? Should we strengthen one side militarily in 

the Sino-Soviet dispute, or should we limit our help to non-military activity?

Finally, what is our confidence in predicting future Chinese foreign 

policy? What are the prospects in the 1990s, when Beijing's modernization
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programs should begin to bear fruit? Does the past provide any precedent 
for prediction or is this a watershed period for the People's Republic 
and its interaction with the world?

These are only the most salient questions. They cannot be adequately 
addressed, much less answered, in the compass of a brief paper. Moreover, 
they should be considered in consultation with our allies and friends in 
Asia, especially Japan, whose interests in and knowledge of the area super
cede our own. However, in the following pages, we can at least examine 
some of the implications of assisting China's military modernization as a 
guide to the extensive discussion and debate which will follow this com
mittee's deliberations.

China's Unsettled Territorial Claims

So long as China entertains a claim to territory disputed by a neighbor 
any strengthening of Beijing's military capability to assert that claim log
ically should be of concern to that neighbor. Fighting between the PLA and 
another country triggered wholly or in part by such disputes has occurred 
with India (1962), the Soviet Union (1969), South Vietnam (1974), and 
North Vietnam (1980) . In addition, a demonstration of armed force by 

Chinese fishing boats occurred near the Senkaku Islands administered by 
Japan (1978).

These territorial claims vary widely in their military, political, 
and economic importance as well as in their susceptibility to armed confron
tation. The status quo between India and China has not been challenged 
by either side since 1962. The PLA victory at that time confirmed Beijing's 
ability to control a large disputed sector in the Ladakh area through which 
an important military road linked the potentially rebellious frontier areas
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the entire Northeast Frontier Agency (NEFA), also in dispute, a unilateral 

withdrawal returned NEFA to New Delhi’s control as a tacit quid pro quo for 

the Ladakh area. This followed a compromise formula proposed by Premier Zhou

Enlai in 1960.

Until this border is formally agreed upon and demarcated as well as 

delimited, the potential for further fighting remains. This could arise 

through dissident activity in Tibet with guerrilla support from neighboring 

territories provoking Chinese patrols to pursue actual or suspected oppo

sition through passes in the high Himalayas held by Indian outposts. Alter

natively, clashes could occur in the context of renewed Pak-Indian hostilities 

wherein China's tacit alliance with Pakistan prompts Beijing to show support 

for Islamabad. Both situations have arisen in the past. Their future possi

bility helps to explain India's recent agreement to accept $1.6 billion in 
military aid from the Soviet Union over the next five years.$

The Sino-Soviet border dispute involves considerably less territory, 

most of which has little or no strategic significance, but it continues to 

have a far higher potential for conflict. Two areas held by Moscow and 

claimed by Beijing are of military importance: the island at the juncture 

of the Amur and Ussuri Rivers overlooking Khabarovsk and the so-called 

"Pamir knot" adjoining the U.S.S.R., China, and Afghanistan.The remainder

involves islands in the Ussuri River and frontier land in Central Asia.

The potential volatility of this territorial dispute stems from the 

larger context of Sino-Soviet relations, manifest in the deployment of more 

than a million troops in confrontation along the 4,100-mile border. The 

lack of Soviet apprehension over an imminent conflict is reflected in the

fact that of its forty-odd divisions arraigned against China, nearly half
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7remain  a t o n e - th ir d  s tr e n g th  o r  le s s . For i t s  p a r t ,  B e ij in g  ha s muted 

th e  war al ar m  o f i t s  pu b li c  me dia  o f a few y ears  p a s t . The s iz e  and compo

s i t io n  o f  th e  S o v ie t fo rc es j u s t i f y  th is  r e la t iv e ly  re la x ed  p o st u re , 

al th ough th e  re cen t ad d it io n  o f B ac kfi re  bombers and SS-20 m is s il e s  has 

in cre ased  Moscow's a b i l i ty  to  s t r ik e  har d and deep  a t  Ch ines e popula ti on  

and in d u s tr ia l  c e n te rs . Th us , n e it h e r  s id e  seem s co nc erne d ab ou t war in  

th e  nea r fu tu re  e i th e r  as  a defe nsi ve  o r o ff en s iv e  co nt in ge nc y.  However, 

S o v ie t p ro fe ss ed  ap pr eh en si on  over  th e  p ro sp ects  o f  Chinese  m il it a ry  mod ern

iz a t io n  w ith fo re ig n  a s s is ta n c e  ap pe ar s ge nu in e.  In  vie w o f th e  v u ln e ra b il it y  

o f  th e  T ra n s-S ib eri an  R ail ro ad which  su p p li es th e  key  Far  Eas t ba se  o f 

V la div ost ok, t h i s  ap pr eh en si on  ha s some b a s is  in  o b je c ti v e  r e a l i t y ,  how eve r
Qmuch i t  i s  ex ag ger at ed  in  m an ip u la ti ve  po st u re  o r su b je c ti v e  para noia .

The bord er  d is p u te  w ith  Vie tnam i s  th e  le a s t  s iz eab le  and th e  mos t 

re ce n t o f th e  th re e  co n tr o v e rs ie s  ov er  Chi na ’s  land ed  f r o n t ie r ,  but i t  

a ls o  ha s occ as io ne d th e  mos t se ri o u s  f ig h ti n g . While few d e ta i ls  are  a v a i l 

ab le  in  open so u rc es , i t  ap pea rs  th a t  no are a  o f s t r a te g ic  o r  economic  im

port an ce  i s  in volv ed . As w ith th e  S in o-S ovie t d is p u te , th e  boundary pro b

lem i s  more a fu n c ti o n  o f th e  la rg e r  re la ti o n s h ip  th an  s ig n if ic a n t  in  i t s e l f .  

Ye t th e  f a c t  re m ai ns  th a t Ch ina ju s t i f i e d  i t s  in vas io n o f  Vietnam  in  p a r t
Qon a ll e g a ti o n s  o f  bord er  v io la t io n .

I t  might be argu ed  th a t  be ca us e th e  U.S .S .R . and Vie tnam are  b a s ic a ll y  

in  an ad ver sa ry  r e la ti o n s h ip  w ith th e  Uni ted S ta te s  and i t s  ASEAN f r ie n d s , 

i t  i s  in  th e  Am erican in te r e s t  to  su pport  Ch ina  in  i t s  bord er d is p u te s  w ith 

bo th  c o u n tr ie s . Thi s arg um ent i s  open  to  ch a ll enge . In  th e  sh o rt  ru n , 

V ie tnam 's in cre ase d  dep end ency on th e  Sovie t Union as  a conse quenc e o f  

Ch ines e econom ic and m il it a ry  p re ss u re  enhanc es th e  Sovie t p o s it io n  in  In do 

ch in a . The ap pe ar an ce  o f Moscow's m il it a ry  sh ip s and p la nes in  Cam Ranh Bay



and Danang as a result of the Chinese invasion demonstrated this triangular 

interaction. In the long run, Vietnam's desire for full independence and 

its need for economic assistance from countries outside the Soviet bloc may 

provide an opportunity to reduce Soviet influence, provided that Sino- 

Vietnamese relations improve rather than deteriorate. This would be to

the interest of ASEAN as well as of the United States.

China's offshore claims cover the entire South China Sea, extend to 

the island archipelago between Japan and Taiwan, and reach across the contin

ental shelf to the waters between Japan and Korea. In January 1974 Beijing 

exercised its claim to the Paracel Islands by defeating South Vietnamese

forces there in a brief encounter. Other islands in the South China Sea

held by Vietnam, Malaysia, the Philippines, and Taiwan are contested by 

Beijing. Chinese maps ring the Sea with territorial boundary markers.

At a minimum, China's extension of the twelve-mile limit from its claimed 

islands, reefs, and shoals could obstruct passage through this main route 

between Japan and the Middle East. At a maximum, recourse to the 200-mile 

economic zone could provide Beijing with control over the use of the area 

for fishing and offshore oil exploration, vital concerns for contiguous

countries.

Beijing has confined its official protests over Japanese administration 

of the Senkaku (Diaoyutai) Islands to statements. However, a fleet of more 

than one hundred armed fishing boats sailed in the vicinity for a week in 
April 1978 with signs declaring the islands to be Chinese.1 1 Although 

miniscule and uninhabited, they may provide access to offshore oil. Joint 

offshore oil exploration between Seoul and Tokyo has been protested by

Beijing for many years as a violation of China’s ownership of the continental 
12shelf. So long as Japan continues to play a major role in China’s economic

modernization, there is little danger that either issue will be pressed to
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the point of confrontation. However, China’s relations with South Korea 

and Japan contain the seeds of serious controversy, depending upon how 

the three countries manage their pursuit of offshore oil.

Land-based controversies can be affected by changes in ground and air 
force capabilities; those at sea are susceptible to changes in naval and 

air power. All three services are potentially relevant for the future 
disposition of Taiwan, although an air-sea blockade is more likely than an 

all-out invasion across the 100 miles of strait separating the Nationalist 
island from the Communist mainland. In sum, the agenda of unsettled terri
torial issues confronting future Chinese regimes in Beijing makes it vir

tually impossible to strengthen the PLA without increasing the potential 
threat to countries whose interests are important to U.S. policy.

The Soviet Factor

Assistant Secretary Holbrooke's allusion to "stability on the Eurasian 
landmass" being enhanced by "a China confident in its ability to defend its 
borders against aggression" raises the relevance of other areas beyond the 

periphery of China. More specifically, it is sometimes argued that China 
provides a deterrent against Soviet aggression on the NATO front through
the prospect of a two-front war, and China diverts Soviet forces that might 

13be deployed elsewhere to facilitate Moscow's expansionist goals.

In quantitative terms, this argument has some merit, although less 
than its advocates profess. The Sino-Soviet border has never been a 

demilitarized frontier like that between Canada and the United States.

Even during the heyday of alleged "monolithic unity" between Moscow and 

Beijing, twelve to fifteen divisions were positioned in the Soviet republics 
adjacent to China. This increased to thirty-five divisions by 1969, the



52

year of maximum fighting on the border and of implied Soviet threats to 
14attack China's nuclear facilities. Ten years later, an estimated 600,000 

Soviet troops were arraigned in an arc extending from Central Asia through 
Mongolia to the Soviet Far East.15

None of this occurred as a result of an improvement in Chinese mili

tary capabilities. Conceivably such an improvement might prompt Moscow to 

deploy additional units which otherwise might confront NATO or move to 

trouble-spots in the Middle East and Africa. But this is not certain. 

Moreover, China's hostility did not deter the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan. 

As for NATO, the American troop presence and treaty commitment is almost 

certainly the operative deterrent, while the buildup of Soviet conventional 

and nuclear strength in East Europe has apparently not been significantly 
slowed by the buildup against China.1 6 In sum, the advantages in global 

terms of strengthening China's military forces are highly conjectural and 

marginal at best.

While the disadvantages in terms of U.S.-Soviet relations are also 

conjectural, they further weaken the argument of those who cite alleged 

benefits. We know virtually nothing about Soviet decision-making at the

highest levels. We can only speculate on the relative weight of respective 
17factions and in particular of civilian versus military interests. How

ever, both logic and analogy with other modem bureaucratic systems suggest 

that the stronger and more visible the Western role in China’s military 

modernization, the more likely is the Kremlin to strengthen its armed forces, 

and the more hostile will it perceive Western policy to be. This in turn 

will maintain, if not accelerate, the arms race and the level of tension in

Soviet-American relations.



The opp o si te  p o s s ib i l i ty  o f arms co n tr o l and d e te n te  do es  not nec es 

s a r i ly  fo llow  from a re fu s a l to  arm Ch ina.  In de ed , th e dynamics  o f  Sovie t 

dec is io n- m ak in g may dri ve  Moscow’s m il it a ry  ex pa ns ioni sm  fu r th e r , nec es 

s i t a t i n g  a d d it io n a l co un te rm ea su re s and pe rh ap s an u lt im a te  co n fr o n ta ti o n . 

But  u n t i l  we a re  confi den t th a t  Sovie t p o li cy  i s  in ex ora bly  s e t  on a co ur se  

o f  conques t,  i t  i s  im pera ti ve  th a t  we advan ce th e  p ro sp ec ts  fo r  a de ba te  

in  th e  Kre mli n which  w il l re sp on d to  ou r p ro fe ss ed  d e s ir e  fo r  a co oper at iv e,  

no t c o n f li c tu a l,  co -e x is te n c e .

I t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  to  det er m in e th e  p o l i t i c a l  v o l a t i l i t y  o f th e  China  

f a c to r  in  Sovie t c a lc u la ti o n s . O b je c ti v e ly , Moscow’s ove rwh elm ing  pr ep on 

der an ce  o f  m il i ta ry  powe r, a t  a l l  le v e ls  and in  a l l  c a te g o ri e s  o f weapo nry , 

sh ou ld  pro vid e ample re ass u ra n ce  th a t  no se ri o u s  th re a t from China  need be  

co nt em pl at ed  fo r  a t  l e a s t  a de cade  and  more l ik e ly  u n t i l  th e  end o f  th e 

cen tu ry . S u b je c ti v e ly , ho we ve r, tw en ty  yea rs  o f  b i t t e r  r e la ti o n s  combine 

w ith a g ro ss  popu la ti on  d is p a r it y  to  prod uc e an acu te  s e n s i t iv i ty  to  

in d ic a to rs  o f an a n ti -S o v ie t c o a l i ti o n  which might  in clu de  Ch ina.  In  p a r t ,  

t h i s  ste ms  from  th e  h i s to r ic  Rus sian  r e c a l l  o f Moscovy and  Kiev bei ng over

ru n by th e  Mongol in v asio n . In  p a r t ,  i t  comes from  th e  ex tre me xe no ph ob ia , 

d ir e c te d  e sp e c ia ll y  a g a in s t th e  Sov ie t Union,  m an if es te d  in  Red Guard ram

pa ge s duri ng  th e  C u lt u ra l Rev ol ut io n o f  1966-68 .

Th ese fe a rs  a re  not a l l  dete rm in in g . They di d not p re cl ude  S ta li n  pro  

v id in g  Mao w ith an e n ti r e  j e t  a i r  fo rc e  in  195 1-53 o r  Kh rushchev ’s  d e li v e ry  

o f im port an t a s s is ta n c e  in  th e  m an uf ac tu re  o f atom ic  weapons in  1958-60 . 

They do no t ru le  ou t a fu tu re  S in o-S ovie t d e te n te , sh ou ld  bo th  si d es 

ag re e to  a modus v iv e n d i. But n e it h e r  can  th ey  be dis m is se d

out o f hand  as  i r r e le v a n t  to  Sino -Ame ric an  r e la t io n s .  At th e  ve ry  l e a s t ,  

we a re  in  no p o s it io n  to  underw ri te  C hin a' s bord er cl ai m s ag a in s t th e



Soviet Union or appear to strengthen Beijing's hand in its negotiations 

with Moscow over this issue. Least of all should we risk raising this per

ception in the Kremlin when Soviet-American communication is at a low ebb 

and a change in Soviet leadership appears imminent.

China's Future and U.S. Policy

Given the obsolete state of the PLA, its size, and the human component 

of modernization, it is not likely that any major changes will occur in 

China's military capability before the middle of this decade, except perhaps 

in strategic nuclear weapons. The missile program may soon benefit from 

the translation of research and development into regular production. Other

wise, however, the cumulative effects of improved ground, air, and naval 

weapons changes will only become operationally important in the late 1980s 

at the earliest.

So far as predicting Chinese policy at that time is concerned, partic

ularly with respect to the foregoing agenda of issues, formidable obstacles 

exist. The present leadership is predominantly in its upper sixties and 

seventies. We do not know what mix of individuals and interests will domin

ate decision-making a decade hence. There is good reason to hope that the 

integration of China into interdependent relationships will temper its re

curring tendency toward xenophobic isolation and induce compromise in 

such matters as the management of ocean resources. However, factional 

political struggle may combine with frustrated economic development to 

produce an angry reaction against interdependency and compromise on 

nationalistic issues.

This possibility provides a powerful rationale for assisting China’s 

economic modernization through loans, technology transfer, and training
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ab ro ad . Thi s su pport s goals  a r ti c u la te d  by th e  p re se n t le ad ers h ip  in  

B e ij in g , which a re  pr es um ab ly  sh ar ed  by th ose  be in g pre par ed  fo r  su cc es 

s io n . These goa ls  p la ce  m il i ta ry  m od er ni za tion  l a s t  in  sequ ence  to  be  

ac co mpl ishe d as  th e  r e s u l t  o f  de ve lo pi ng  th e  c iv i l ia n  economy ra th e r  than  

th ro ug h th e  "q uic k f ix "  a c q u is it io n  o f  fo re ig n  wea pon s. I f  t h i s  o rd e r o f 

p r i o r i t y  con ti nues to  be  ob se rv ed , th e  s p i l lo v e r  e f fe c ts  o f adv anc ed te ch 

no lo gy  w il l ev en tu a ll y  st re n g th en  Chi na ’s  m il i ta ry  c a p a b il it y .

T his  §hould not ex cl ud e th e  sa le  o f te ch nolo gy and  equipment which may 

be  us ed  fo r  m il i ta ry  purp ose s as  w el l as  se rv e n o n -m il it a ry  nee ds . In  f a c t , 

th e  Sovie t Union s e l l s  lo ng-r an ge j e t  tr a n s p o r t a i r c r a f t  and  " c iv i l ia n "  

h e li c o p te rs  to  China . How ever , th e  a ll eg ed  l in e  o f d is t in c t io n  between so - 

c a ll e d  "d efe nsi ve" and  "o ff e n s iv e"  weapons i s  g e n era ll y  to o in d is t in c t  to  

perm it  c le a r  and c o n s is te n t p o li c y  a p p li c a ti o n . Mo reo ver , th e  in cr em en ta l 

t r a n s i t io n  from one  cate gory  to  th e  o th e r  can  be  a n ti c ip a te d , co n tr a ry  

to  f a c t ,  by  f r ie n d  o r  fo e w ith d is tu rb in g  co nseq uenc es  in  e it h e r  case . In  

s h o r t , th e  ab so lu te  p ro h ib it io n  a g a in s t weapons sa le s  to  Ch ina  sh ou ld  rem ain  

in  fo rc e  fo r  U.S. p o li c y .

Dual pu rp os e te ch nolo gy r a is e s  co m pli ca tions which ca nn ot  be  ad dr es se d 

h e re . In  g e n era l,  howe ver ,

th e  p o te n ti a l use  o f such  te ch nolo gy in  a h ig h ly  advan ced economy suc h as  

th e  Uni ted S ta te s , o r by  a m il i ta ry  superpow er such  as  th e  Sovie t Union, i s  

not p o ss ib le  fo r  Ch ina  a t  i t s  p re sen t st age  o f  de ve lopm en t. Thi s ar gu es  

a g a in s t ap pl yi ng  th e  same embargo l i s t  fo r  both  si d es o f  th e  S in o-S ovie t 

d is p u te . Fu rthe rm or e,  te ch no lo gy  is  more e a s il y  co pi ed  o r ac quir ed  th ro ug h 

a com peti ti ve  wo rld  mark et  th an  a re  advan ced weapo ns.  U.S . a l l i e s ,  p a r-
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ticularly Japan, are less likely to agree to constraints in this area 

than they are in arms sales to China.

As a final note, we must be sensitive to the role of symbols as well 

as of substance. Perceptions and expectations are shaped by speeches, 

visits, and media messages triggered by calculated briefings and backgroun-
♦

ders. Short-run tactical maneuvers can cause long-run strategic problems 

if they are not carefully designed as part of an overall policy calculation 

of potential gains and risks. Sino-American relations, whether addressed *

unilaterally or through interaction between Beijing and Washington, must not 

be construed by either side or by third parties as based on any such concept 

as "mutual security." Many points of divergence exist between China’s def

inition of its security and that held by the United States, its allies, and 

its friends in Asia. The more common term, "parallel strategic interests," 

reminds us that parallel lines may be proximately or widely separated but 

they never meet. This overstates the divergence between China and the United 

States on such questions as the U.S.-Japan security treaty and the Soviet 

presence in Southeast Asia.

Given these complications, it would be better to abandon the effort 

for catch words and phrases that become cliches at best and policy traps 

at worst, the most notorious example being the so-called "China card."

Rhetoric can not only obscure reality; it can create a reality of its own.

The Sino-American relationship is now entering a stage where hard facts 

and plain speaking should determine the image as well as the content of 

U.S. policy, especially where military aspects are concerned.
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Mr. Wolff. Thank you very much, Mr. Whiting. The statements 
both you gentlemen have made are certainly  not only provocative but 
of assistance to the members facing this issue.

U. S.  SECURITY INTEREST

I am wandering, when it comes to the  overall structure of the rela
tionships  between our two countries, the milit ary relationsh ip, where 
you would stand on the question of a Soviet attack upon the Chinese, 
and our  position. Would it be in our security interest  to pursue a cause 
of assistance to China, or to stand by and let those two giants fight 
amongst themselves ?

Mr. Barnett. T hat  is a tough question. I  think there  should be no 
question in our mind tha t we should use our influence to the extent 
we can, to deter such an attack  by the Soviet Union. It  seems to me 
tha t our capacity to give effective milita ry suppo rt to China, how
ever, is extremely limited and nobody should have illusions about 
that.  The Soviets have large forces immediately on China ’s border. 
If  the Soviets chose to have a rapid  attack or surgical strikes against 
various parts of China , we could respond ex post facto, but we could 
not prevent  that  from happening.

I think what should be made clear to the Soviet Union is t ha t we 
would regard that as an extraordinarily  irresponsible, dangerous in ter
national  act which they would pay a large price for in international 
relations—in the ir re lations with us, with Europe, and J apan.

Mr. W olff. Do you think that  would really deter them, however? 
I t d id not  deter them very much in terms of the reaction of the  world 
community so far  as Afghanis tan is concerned.

Mr. B arnett. Well, if you want my opinion, I think, yes. I think 
it is deterr ing them from taking mili tary  action. I suspect tha t the 
Soviets have been tempted a t times in the past 10 years from a position 
of great mil itary  superiority to do certain things to a weaker China— 
milit arily—and I thin k it has been deterred by a recognition of the 
internationa l costs they would pay for doing this. I think it would 
transform  international relations  not only in Asia, but worldwide. 
Among other things,  it would guarantee a rapidly remilitarized 
Japan. It  would guarantee tha t the door is closed for a very long 
period of time, perhaps an indefinite period of time, to an improve
ment of United States-Sovie t relations. It  would guarantee a much 
larger American militarv  buildup, I think.

Mr. Wolff. Wh at would the  loss of China as an independent nation 
in the event of a Soviet victory mean to the Soviets? Would this not 
put us in the same position, for example, that we find ourselves with  
some with whom we have a trea ty, such as Japan?  I take it, we would 
risk confrontation with the Soviet Union  in the event th at the Soviet 
Union attacked Japan.

Mr. Barnett. We are committed by alliance. We would not “risk” 
it, we would be in the conflict.

HYPOTH ESIS OF CHINE SE DEFEAT

Mr. Wolff. Right. Now, Professor Whi ting would like to comment.
Mr. Whiting. Yes; I would like to address your last  point first, 

and then basically challenge the premise of your  questioning.
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Mr.  W olff . I am p laying  the r ole of “ devil ’s advoca te.”
Mr. W hiting . On the las t po in t, if  the  Chinese were to  be con

quered by  the Sov iet Un ion  in a mili ta ry  sense, they  would  nev er be 
conquered in  a po liti ca l sense. Th ere are  no asse ts in Ch ina  th at 
would tra ns fo rm  the  superpo we r of  the  Sov iet Un ion  toda y into a 
global powe r; whereas in the case  o f Ja pan , there is no quest ion  th at 
the tran sf er  of Japa ne se  tech nological  indu st rial  capacit y to  the  
Sov iet Un ion wou ld com pletely al te r the bal anc e of powe r no t only  
in th e Paci fic  area , bu t th roug ho ut  the  wor ld.

So, as a h ypoth eti ca l questio n, the consequences of a Chinese  defea t 
would be qu ali tat ive ly  and qu an tit at ively dif fer en t from a Japane se  
defeat . Th e po int here is, o f course, the Uni ted States  i s comm itte d to  
Ja pan  by t reaty .

However , I  wou ld like to go bac k to  th e premise wh ich  does 
underlie  a lo t of wr iti ng  con cer nin g these two  pow ers ’ rel ationships . 
I  th in k th e fact  t hat  th e Sovie t U nion  h as  r ea lly  pa id  re la tiv ely  l itt le  
heed  to  it s m ili ta ry  fo rce  op posin g C hin a over the  las t decade suggest s 
th at  th ere real ly has  not  been  a  se rious option in the minds of  th e men 
in Moscow of  hav ing  a war  with  Ch ina .

Ac cording  to the  an aly sis  of  Jo hn  C ollins in the  L ib ra ry  of C ongress 
as recent ly as 1978-79, ap prox im ately  one-h alf  of  th e Sovie t divi 
sions  facing  China  were in  ca teg ory 3, which means  th a t they  were 
at  on e-t hi rd  str en gth or  less. Th e to ta l forc e st ru ctur e th er e of  some 
700,000 persons —much less th an  the  Chinese  force c on fro nt ing them — 
is also of  course fa r in fe rior  to wha t wou ld be necessa ry to  ca rry  on 
any  kind  of  a wa r wi th  China . Th ree- fo ur th s of  the Sovie t mili ta ry  
st reng th  has  been dir ected  ag ains t W est Eu ro pe  an d NA TO , and 
occ upying Eas t E uro pe; one -fo ur th is oppos ite C hina.

The surgical str ike  option th at  Mr . Bar ne tt re fe rre d to  ea rli er  m ay 
have been en ter tai ned 10 y ear s ago  when the Chinese ha d no nucle ar 
produc tio n capacity bu t it  ce rta in ly  is no t som eth ing  th at  can be 
serious ly en ter tai ned in Moscow wi th the passi ng  years  of  increased 
kin ds of n uc lea r re ta lia to ry  cap ab ili ty .

UNITE D STATES NOT A DETERRENT

I  am no t sure th at  the  U ni ted  State s rea lly  ha s played  as de terre nt  
a ro le i n t hi s sense as t he  Ch inese them selves h ave played . Th e Chinese 
resi stance  t o the  J ap an ese m ili ta ry  s up er io rit y fro m 1937 to  1945 was 
imp ressive tes tim ony of  th ei r gri t,  as was the Vietnamese  resi stance  
to the Am erican  techno logical  supe rio rit y.  The se are  objec t lessons 
th at  prud en tly  cau tion  th e Kremlin  ag ain st an  at tack  ag ains t the Chinese.

So, addre ss ing  the  question as  you pu t it,  is prop er.  However , I  
would like to get beh ind  the que stio n and  rea ssu re you  th at I  do no t 
th in k t hat  th is  is a se riou s p ossib ili ty now or  in t he  fo rese eable fu tur e.

Mr. Barnett. Cou ld I  ju st  ad d a wo rd to  th a t before  you  pass on to M r. P ill sb ur y ?
Mr.  W olff. For a moment because  I  do wa nt  to  pas s on to Mr.  Pi lls bu ry .
Mr. B arnett. I  also hold the judg men t th at  there is no evidence 

and eve ry reason  to believe th a t the Sov iets  do no t consider  a ma jor  
wa r ag ains t Ch ina  as a rea lis tic  op tio n on th ei r pa rt . I  also agree
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with what A1 Whiting said, that China has developed at  least a mini
mal nuclear deterrent, and there are very st rong prohibitions against 
considering any nuclear action against China, and it tends to inhibit  
the Russians from considering major military action of any sort.

But I do not think one can exclude certain  types of events that 
could be dangerous, and there I will add  on to  or qualify  what Whit 
ing said.

I could conceive of circumstances where the Russians migh t feel 
almost compelled to take limited conventional punishing action, per 
haps, on the Chinese border. One of these would be a second major 
Chinese operation against Vietnam. I thin k the Russians were in
hibited from doing it the last time. I think it is by no means cer
tain tha t if there are renewed Chinese-Vietnamese operations on a 
large scale, t ha t they would feel tha t they could not stand  idly by 
without doing something.

The danger, if that kind of a situat ion developed, with an action 
and interact ion, that both sides would try  to control it and limit  
it, bu t these kinds of things  have built-in  dangers of escalation. Tha t 
kind of contingency which they might  regard as a very limited thin g 
in its objectives, has  dangers of going beyond that , and it seems to 
me in real terms one should be concerned about it.

Mr. Whiting . I agree.
Mr. W olff. Thank  you both, gentlemen. Mr. Pillsbury has joined 

us, and I ask you to proceed. You can either summarize your statement 
or read it in full, if you so desire. If  you decide to summarize, w ith
out objection the entire statement will be included in the record.

STATEMENT OF MICHAEL PILLSBURY, SENATE POLICY STEERING  
COMMITTEE

Mr. P illsbury. Thank you. I think I will summarize my sta tement 
just very briefly.

I began by talk ing about your fascinating  article in the Washing
ton Sta r on May 31, “What do we want from China?” Mr. Cha ir
man, that same day Chinese Vice Premier Geng Biao was visi ting the 
North American Air Defense Command Headquarters in Colorado. 
The American official par ty with Geng Biao excluded the American 
press and explained to them th at this was a top-secret facility, so they 
could not go inside with the Vice Premier, nor could they ask any 
questions afterwards.

I want to begin with tha t moment in time in the long history  of 
Chinese-American relations because it is astonishing tha t an instal
lation as intimate  as tha t one could be visited by a senior Chinese 
Communist military official, in fact, the Secretary General of the 
Milita ry Affairs Commission in Beijing.

After the call was put forward by you on May 31 to have a series 
of hearings and a debate discussing China policy, how appropr iate  
it was on the very same day tha t this Chinese visit occurred. And 
not more than  5 days later Assistan t Secretary Richard Holbrooke, 
almost as i f responding to  you and I am not sure of tha t, of course— 
delivered the most significant address on China policy that this ad
minis tration has yet put forward.
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So in a way the questions you have already begun to raise and 
the points you have made are being examined. Surpr isingly, afte r 
normalization occurred the debate on China died down. The atten
tion of the press focused mostly on the China-Vietnam relationship 
as opposed to our own policy. If  Air. Holbrooke’s speech isn’t a direct 
response, it is a very big step in the right direction. I am very grateful 
to be pa rt of your first hearing. I want to wish you luck in the ones you have in the future.

Most of my statement asks how much we really know about the 
Carter administration  policy for China already. My answer is, “Not 
very much.” So, I quote a t length  from Mr. Holbrooke’s address on 
June 4 what he calls the principles  for the decade ahead—in fact, he 
uses the plural, “For the decades ahead”—for our relations with China.

Some of those principles, in fact one in part icular, No. 6, I  think 
have been very much influenced by the work of Doak Barnett  at 
Brookings who has talked for many years about how global issues in
volving environment and arms control, and energy problems, cannot 
or a t least  should no t be addressed without the cooperation of China.

BIPA RTIS AN CONSENS US

Some of the o ther principles, I would say four  of the six, are quite 
similar to what I would call the bipa rtisan consensus about China 
policy. However, the fourth point is somewhat unusual, and coming 
at the end of  an admin istrat ion of 3i/2 years of r ather surpri sing—at 
least to me—press leaks of classified documents about China policy, 
it seems to me tha t the four th point in Mr. Holbrooke’s speech bears 
rath er close examination. I could mention just as quick background 
the names of some of those leaks or documents tha t have occurred 
in the last 3 ^  years tha t we have all heard about but actually never 
had the adminis tration comment about—PRM-10, PRM-24, PRM-  
31; and most recently something tantalizing ly referred to as CG-8. 
In many cases actual quotations were given in the New York Times 
and the Washington Post, and other newspapers, from those docu
ments.

Leaks seem to occur during policy debates.
So, one has the rather strong impression tha t afte r 3y2 years of 

fair ly intense debate about China policy enough of a consensus has 
been established within the administration  tha t Mr. Holbrooke can 
now come forward with a rather detailed account of what the Car ter 
administration  has in mind for the future .

Since that speech was made, we are really in a new situation. Some 
of the questions you raised, however, were not fully answered. For  
example the last statement on the  record by an American official con
cerning the  defense of China against  Soviet attack or Soviet pressure, 
the topic you were addressing, was by Secretary Kissinger who made 
two different comments in October and in November of 1976 in which 
he talked about the hypothetical possibility of a Soviet attack or 
Soviet pressure on China. He said he would take an extremely dim 
view of this. I  do not have the exact quota tion, but the language made 
it quite clear, at least in Moscow which responded publicly within 24 
hours, tha t the United States would not stand idly by in the event of 
a Soviet military effort against China.
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SOVIE T PRESS ATTACK

The Soviet press attacked  Mr. Kissinger foi “meddling’’ in Sino- 
Soviet affairs and made a comment which is not un familiar to us here, 
tha t they had no thought  whatsoever of using force agains t China, and 
simply attacked Mr. Kiss inger for even ra ising this  possibility.

Mr. Holbrooke’s fourth principle is no t specifically focused on the 
Soviet Union. He is t alking in the abstract  for most of the discussion. 
“We will continue to pursue our interest in a strong, peaceful, and 
secure China.” I  am quoting here. “A China confident in i ts ability  to 
defend its borders against foreign aggression enhances stabi lity in 
the Pacific and on the  Eurasian landmass and therefore contributes to 
our own security and that  of our allies.”

Then he goes on to rule out two specific possibilities. “We do not 
sell arms to China,” he says, “or engage in joint  mili tary planning ar 
rangements with the Chinese.”

Then comes one of the most interes ting phrases in this entire 
speech—there are several more just like i t—he says, “The current in
terna tional situation does not jusify our doing so.”

Now, if I can skip from th at section to the very end of my statement, 
I have three other examples of what I call the  qualifying clauses in his 
speech. In my view these three qualifying clauses amount to perhaps  
the most threa tening statements tha t this administ ration has dared to 
make in the direction of the Soviet Union. The first one—perhaps 
the mildest—is the phrase, “Stra tegic factors remain a central con
sideration in our  relations .” Now, the context of this clause is tha t he is 
implying the very opposite. He states tha t triangu lar relations  are 
no longer a conceptual framework for our policy toward China. So, 
the general thru st of his first po int out of the six is that  we have moved 
beyond the old days of triangu lar diplomacy and now we are in a 
period of bi lateral  ties with China, really for the ir own sake and for 
the sake of global issues that  can be addressed.

Yet, the qualifying clause, as I mentioned, is that  the strategic  f actoi 
remains a central consideration.

AM BIGU IT IES

The next quali fying clause I want to mention is the one tha t begins, 
“In  short, relations with China are not a simple function of ou r rela
tions wTith the Sovie t Union .” In  my s tatement I underlined the word 
simple in “not a simple function of our relations with the Soviet 
Union,” because this word raises the rather intriguing possibility of 
what exactly is simple in that context.

Then, the rest of tha t statement is, “Although the pace of thei r ad
vance has been and will continue to be influenced by changes in the 
interna tional  environment.” Here, we have a certain ambiguity. On 
the one hand, i t can be a perfectly legitimate comment about inte rna
tional diplomacy—you always want to keep your options open. On 
the other hand, I  believe, in the context of the third qualifying clause 
it takes on a more threa tening aspect. That thi rd clause is, “In  the 
absence of fronta l assaults on our common interests w’e will remain— 
as at present—friends rather  than allies.” I underlined “common in
terests” because that  is not defined anywhere in this speech, and of 
course the question that Secretary Kissinger was raising in 1976 was



tha t preventing a Soviet assault on China would in fact be a “common interes t” of both Washington and Peking.  But, again, the context of this whole paragraph is a denial by Mr. Holbrooke tha t there  is any thought of having an alliance relationship with China. Yet, the th rust of tha t pa rticular  clause, it would seem to me, is in the other direction. Tha t is to say, a warning has been given to the Soviet Union—in my interpreta tion—that  if certain undefined actions are taken, then certain  rela tively clear consequences will follow: an alliance with China, or at the very least that the pace of the advance of our ties w ith China will be stepped up. Short of a Soviet assault, the overall international environment may also play some role in th is, according to the speech.
WH AT IS OUR POLICY ?

So, I wanted to highlight th at princip le for you because it  seems to me that the question of United Sta tes-China policy really has to begin with a statement of what is our policy now. To the degree that your series of hearings can be successful, it  seems to me you will have to begin with try ing  to be as clear as possible about what are we beginning.It  is not clear, but it is h ighly likely tha t we have now, through the speech of Mr. Holbrooke, a public and declared security commitment to the defense of China in the event of a Soviet assault on that  country.Mr. Wolff. Do you think th at is good or bad ?
Mr. P illsbury. I think by the end of your hearings  I  can look forward to reading the answer to that  question. [L aughter.]
It  would be premature to give everything away on the very first day.[Mr. Pill sbury’s prepared s tatement fo llows:]

P repared Sta tem en t  of  Mic h a e l  P il lsb u r y , P rofe ss io nal  D efen se  Con 
su lta n t , Sen ate  R ep ubli can  P olicy  Ste er in g  Co m m it tee

Chairma n Wolff, I app reci ate the opp ortu nity  to be here today,  and  I have 
read  your art icl e in the Wash ington  St ar  on May 31 ent itled “What  Do We Want From  Ch ina ?” The day your  art icl e callin g for a public debate on our 
futu re China  policy appeared,  the press repo rted  the  vis it of Chi na’s Vice Pre mier Geng Biao to the  hea dq uarte rs of the  North  Americ an Air  Defense  Command in Colorado af te r a day tour ing Fo rt Carson wher e he watc hed an exercise involvin g inf antry , tank s, art ille ry,  ai r defense, and combat-engineer ing 
troops, according  to the Los Angeles Times. Rep orte rs were not  allowed to ac
company Geng Biao insid e the top secre t facil ity, according to the L.A. Times, nor to ask him any questions late r. Yet this ra th er  asto nish ing moment of con
tac t between the  Chinese and  American defens e establish men ts wen t almost unnoticed in the  press, illu str ati ng  very  well your poin t th at  “public debate and cons idera tion of China policy lias all  but disa ppea red—a t exac tly the wrong time.” After the Americ an public was told in the  1960s th at  it  must oppose Vietnam ese aggression aga ins t Saigon in orde r to teac h a lesson to 
the Red Chinese, perh aps  no one is eag er to expla in to the  public today  why 
those same Chinese should be visi ting  our  secret  mil itar y ins tal lat ion s af ter  they have been busy this pa st yea r teach ing the Vietnam ese a lesson themselves. 
Has the world reall y changed so muc h? Or was someone wrong befo re? Or is someone wrong now? These ar e cruc ial issues. Your hearings come at the rig ht time. W hat  is more, you seem to have receive d a first response  alr eady.

I am ref err ing  to the speech by As sis tan t Secreta ry of Sta te Ric har d Holbrooke on Ju ne  4 enti tled “China  and  the  U S : Int o the  1980s ” which rat her 
cryp tical ly described  Vice Pre mier Geng Bia o’s visi t thi s w ay : “His discussions with Defense Secretary  Brown, with the Pres iden t, the Vice Presiden t, and the  Secreta ry of Sta te have play ed a key role in defining wh at is now de
sirable and possible in term s of a modest Americ an contributio n to China’s massive moderniz ation  needs.” To me, thi s means  th at  ano the r step  has been taken  
in the Ca rte r Admin istratio n’s China policy, but the Adm inis trat ion would pre-
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fer not to discuss the details. In fact, this is a consistent policy of discretion, 
or shall we say secrecy, with regard  to China tha t has continued for many years. 
This discretion probably accounts for the lack of public attent ion tha t you 
have described, Mr. Chairman. You can’t debate a policy th at you don’t know 
is there.

HOLBROOKE SPEECH

Therefore, I suggest your hearings begin with a detailed discussion of Mr. 
Holbrooke’s speech. It  may be th e best—and the only—answer  to the questions 
you have raised.

I might add tha t there may be excellent reasons for discretion in discussing 
our China policy. Firs t, the Chinese may have requested confidentiality. Secre
tary Kissinger’s memoirs are candid about China, but he must have preserved 
a few details, at the very least, and his first volume takes the story only as 
far  as 1972. Mr. Holbrooke’s speech features a sample of the kind of material  
that  may be in the lengthy U.S.-China talks since 1972 when he reports that, 
“Chairman Mao told us privately as early as 1973, the United States must 
not attm ept to st and on China’s shoulders to strik e a t the Soviet Union.’’

A second reason for secrecy in China policy may be to avoid gratuit ous provoca
tion of the Soviet Union—or others—by drawing attent ion unnecessarily to the 
strate gic potentia l tha t closer Chinese-American cooperation could bring one day. 
In November 1976, for example, the Soviet media reacted swiftly to remarks by 
Secretary Kissinger th at the United States would ta ke “an extremely dim view 
of a m ilitary  att ack, or even mi litary pressure, on China.” I have not seen similar 
remarks by the Cart er Administration, even after Afghanistan, as, a s you know, 
Chairman Wolff, there is great  concern in some part s of Congress and the 
Administration  tha t we should not provoke the Soviet Union because of its 
alleged paranoia about the West, its alleged insecurities  about its world status , 
and its alleged restra int  in defense spending which, if released by Western prov
ocation, would bring on an expensive arms  race.

SECR ECY ON C H IN A  POLICY

Leaving aside the obvious career advantages  to the select few mid-level officials 
and former officials who seem to prefer to act and speak ever so mysteriously 
about U.S.-China re lations so th at the rest of us will eternally wonder what else 
may have been going on, there is yet a third  reason for preserving secrecy about 
China policy. It  may simply be politically inexpedient to discuss it because the 
necessary public and Congressional consensus to support certain  policy initi a
tives does not yet exist. If this is the case. Chairman Wolff, your hearings will 
face almost overwhelming obstacles from the Carte r Administration, unless you 
can persuade the Presid ent’s staff tha t you can help them build such a consensus 
if they will tell you what their  China policy is.

Now let us focus on Mr. Holbrooke’s speech since it may be all Congress is 
going to get until  new books of memoirs are published in the 1980s. When those 
memoirs will become available may depend on Governor Reagan, of course.

Interest ingly, Mr. Holbrooke’s speech does not allow for the possibility tha t 
Governor Reagan may wish to pursue a different policy toward China. He 
specifically state s tha t, “Broad American interests are engag ed; it would be 
difficult for any f uture Administr ation to reverse the trend.” This may be a ques
tion you wish to explore.

s ix  pr in c ip le s

In fact, the six principles tha t Mr. Holbrooke has put forward are worthy of 
debate. They are subject to interpretation and considerable s hift in emphasis. I 
will focus today only on the  fourth one, which to me is the most interesting. For 
the record, if you don’t have a copy, the six principles for “the decade to come” 
a re :

“Firs t. We will developed o ur relations with China on t heir  own merits * * * 
the famous trian gula r diplomacy of the early 1970s is no longer an adequate 
conceptual framework in which to view relations with China.

“Second. Our new fr iendship with China need not and will not be pursued at 
the expense of our relationships  with others. * * * There will be no ‘division of 
labor’ with  China in Southeast Asia or elsewhere.

“Third. We will continue to recognize our national interest in a friendly and 
successfully modernizing China * * *. It  should be a  source of some satisfaction



that  China, in pursuing modernization has asked us to play such an important supporting role.
“Fourth. We will continue to pursue our intere st in a strong, peaceful, and 

secure China. A China confident in its ability to defend its borders against for
eign aggression enhances s tability  in the Pacific and on the Euras ian landmass 
(sic) and therefore contributes to our own security and tha t of our allies. We do 
not sell arms to China or engage in join t milita ry planning arrangem ents with 
the Chinese. The current  intern ational situat ion does not justif y our doing so. 
Neither we nor the Chinese seek such an alliance relationship. Nevertheless, we 
can and will assist  China’s drive to improve its security by permitting appro
priate technology transfer , including the sale of carefully selected items of dual 
use technology and defensive m ilitary support equipment. We have begun to do so. * * * Secretary Brown’s and Vice Premier Geng’s visits have also initiate d 
a process of regular  dialogue between our respective defense establishments. We expect these useful exchanges to broaden and grow in the years to come.

“Fifth. We will adhere scrupulously to our normalization understanding with respect to Taiwan.
“Sixth. We will actively pursue our efforts to enlist the energies and talents 

of the Chinese people in global efforts to address  the common problems of human
kind. It is obvious tha t no such problem—whether of the environment, of food 
and population, of global energy and resource management, of economic develop
ment, technology transfer  or arms control—can be successfully addressed with
out the  positive p articipa tion and contribution of China.”

Now, Mr. Chairman, with only a few deletions, those are the six principles. 
You will note first tha t the entire  speech contains almost no reference to the 
Soviet Union. Nor does it say w hat China wants from us. Nor does it address how 
much and what  kind of support we may have to provide to Taiwan under the 
Taiwan Relations Act. Thus, the three most important questions to me are sim
ply left to the audience to interp ret. I believe tha t a correct interpreta tion of 
this speech should be a key objective of your hearings. It  must be the basis for any debate on the Carter Adminis tration’s China policy.

I would be happy to answer any questions you have about what may be in
tended in Mr. Holbrooke’s speech, but I have personally had no recent contact 
with Administrat ion officials about the speech. Frankly, I am uncertain if the 
full consequences of some of the points in the speech have been appreciated by Administrat ion officials who may still cherish notions of detente with the Soviet 
Union. In  the par t tha t I did not quote is perhaps the single most powerful point. 
At three different places, the speech contains what I would call qualifying clauses 
tha t amount to perhaps the most thre atening statements this Administration  has 
dared  to make to Moscow. They ar e: “strategic factors remain a centra l consideration in o ur relations. * * *” and  “In short, relations with China are not a simple 
function of our relations with the Soviet Union, although the pace of their ad
vance has been and will continue to be influenced by changes in the international 
environment,” and “ In the absence of fronta l assaults  on our common interests,  we will remain—as at present—friends, rath er than allies.” (I  have added the 
italic s.) Mr. Chairman, these statem ents may lie only so much rhetoric. 
However, any close reader of the abundan t leaks on China policy th at have come 
from the Cart er Administration will know how important these words of Mr. 
Holbrooke’s may be. The media has brought us h ints of a debate on military ties 
with China in documents called PRM-10, PRM-24, PRM-31, and even a “CG-&” 
In some cases, lengthy quotations from these secret documents have been sup
plied to bolster one side or another. In the context of three years of these leaks, 
I have been surprised at how lightly the press has taken Assistant  Secretary Hol
brooke’s remarks  of June 4. We would have heard much more about it if he had 
only stamped it top secret, given it a fancy letter and number and made a dozen copies for his staff and colleagues.

Mr. Wolff. Thank you very much.
Mr. Guyer.
Mr. Guyer. Air. Chairman, I came in late and I do not  feel really qualified to pinpoint precise questions.
I am enormously interested in the t riumvirate who appear here today because they represent some very authoritat ive views on a very mystical subject. When one considers, for instance, the relative infancy
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of America as a country in comparison to these time-honored tra di 
tional countries it  does emphasize how little  we know about our  neigh
bors and how much catching up we have to do.

FRIENDS AND PARTNERS

If  anybody at random were to take a shopping l ist of people with 
whom we do business and to whom we sell any measure of arms, or 
defense equipment, or even technology—whether  it  be computers or 
something more related to strik ing capability, nuclear weaponry, it 
would be amazing how few times we would actually come to rescue 
people with whom we are doing business.

I think at the outset anyone in diplomacy, or interna tional  under
standing should be able to discern tha t sitti ng down to dinner with 
somebody does not assure the fact  tha t if that somebody is attacked 
during dinner  you are going to be their ally. You can be the re on a 
total ly social basis and not as a partner, should something happen 
outside.

Fo r example, I  am certa in th at the  People’s Republic of China, hav
ing experienced a friend ly relationship with at least two Presiden ts, 
is very  worried as to who the  next one might be. I am confident th at 
the Soviet Republic is also concerned as to what change of at titude will 
be should there be a turnover  in government.

One of the dangers of try ing  to arrive at conclusions here is the 
fact that we have 435 Members of  Congress and each one expresses 
what  he thinks is our count ry’s posture—nothing could be far the r 
from the tru th.

For any one of us to speak out, you could certainly misread what 
could possibly happen. I  am not  trying to deal in general ities now. Fo r 
example, Pres ident  Ford invited  four economists to come to the White 
House, not one of whom predic ted a recession that was around the 
comer, not one.

I retu rn to Ha rry  Trum an who called in some economists. You re
member the old story, he said, “W hat is  ahead ?” He said, “On the  one 
hand this might  happen, on the other, this  might happen.” H e said, 
“What I want is a one-armed economist.” [L aughter.]

You may remember that.

ECONOMIC RELATIONS

I am of  the  opinion that we can have a  very friendly unila teral re
lationship with any given country on the basis of its  own merits with
out making us the surrogate or anointed defender beyond those perim
eters. I  think th is could happen and should happen.

I think the  breakth rough  of some of our modem relationships is the 
result  of a  persistency toward an economic friendship, which I  think 
is the ultimate  goal anyhow.

I think it would be a no win situation  were the United States to 
regard an overt war between China and Russia as an invitation for us 
to take sides. I think this would be very inadvisable and certainly 
would be inexcusable. I think we should learn also from the experience 
in Vietnam tha t surrogate wars are also not the most practical way 
to prove points.



So, I am very  i nte res ted  because I believe t hat  coexistence is  possible  
under c er tai n con ditions  o f h um an ity , an d ce rta inly  by  b eing a  family 
of  na tions , which the  U.N . is try in g t o be, we do no t have to  run out 
wi th the dogs and the  shotg uns every  tim e some incid en t happens 
somewhere aroun d the  world.

I am more and more coming t o th e conc lusion th at ju st  like the old 
preac her who got  to point  ou t c er ta in  sins, an d when  he h it  on the  one 
th at  h it  the  one fellow  in the  aud ience he said , “Now  he is n ot  p reach
ing , he is me ddling."  When you  ge t in to  th at  are a where it  st ar ts  to 
affec t you, the n it becomes a  bran d new situ ati on .

BIPAR TISAN DIPLOMACY

I  p re fe r to  lis ten  r at he r th an  ta lk  because  I  do believe t hat  we should 
rea lly rew ard  ourse lves  by the d ep th  o f s tudy  an d ded ica tion th at  peo
ple like  yourselves  hav e giv en the se very impondera ble  subject s. I 
th ink it  is very im po rta nt  fo r ou r fu tu re ’s sake to  know  wha t would 
happen  a ft er  nex t November, which di rec tio n we go.

The sad  p art  abou t A merica is, a s I look backwa rd,  we hav e a g reat  
many p eop le in America  who can pr ed ic t th e p as t b eaut ifu lly , and  very 
few who rea lly  can  tell us w ha t is arou nd  the co rner. Looking backward? 
I see where we have made eno rmo us mistakes  because  d ependin g upon 
even one pe rso n’s jud gm en t a ma els trom eme rged  because of  one pe r
son ’s miscalcula tion, o r m isa dventur e, o r w ron g rec ommenda tion . I  can 
po int  to  a t l eas t one war where  one pe rso n's  sta tem ent s ta rted  th at  war, 
wi tho ut being specific.

I  th in k th is  is s ad because if  t he re  i s one th in g th at  is very difficult 
abo ut Am eri can  dip lom acy  it is th e fa ct  th at  eve ry tim e we chan ge 
ad min ist ra tio ns  we chang e p osit ions.

I f  we a re  goin g to ever become a com munity  o f na tio ns  on a wo rld 
wide  b asis , p eop le like  M r. Wolf f an d those on the subcommit tees  a nd 
larg er  com mit tees  are go ing  to  have to be wi lling  to do as was done  
back  in the day s of  Va ndenberg when we did hav e bipa rti sa n diplo 
macy.  That  could  happen ag ain  an d should  hap pen.

Mr. W olff . Th an k you, Mr. Guyer . I  migh t say  in the na tu re  of 
bi pa rt isan  forei gn  policy, we have  been  tryi ng  to  ge t in tou ch with 
Mr. Re agan  to  come befo re th is  commit tee  an d ask  h im wh at  h is ideas 
are on C hin a policy.

Mr. G uyer. He  is goin g to  come in.
Mr. W olff. He is ?
Mr. G uyer. Yes.
Mr. W olff . Very  good, t hat  is very s ignificant .
Mr. Mica. Mr. who ? [L au gh ter.]
Mr. W olff . Mr. Mica .

KEEPING SECRETS

Mr Mica. Than k you, Mr. C ha irm an .
In  fac t, I m ight  just  say,  speakin g ab ou t ra isi ng  oth er issues , I  th ink,  

Mr. Pi lls bu ry , y ou r co mments  r ais e a n en tir e new issue  which is prob 
ably no t ger ma ne to th is  com mit tee,  how ou r m ili ta ry  cou ld conduc t 
top -secre t trai ni ng  exercises  in fr ont of  ind ivi duals  fro m a foreign  
governm ent w hom I  w ould suppose  we w ould  be p ro tect ing o ur  secrets



from. We will not let Americans in. Who are we keeping the secrets 
from ? T hat was noted in the first part of your statement.

It  really does raise a question in my mind if our American people 
are not allowed to know, but thei r chief military officer sees all our 
secrets. I  would like to follow that up.

Also, I notice in your “quotable quotes”, both Mr. Barnett, I believe, 
and you indicated t ha t Mr. Holbrooke felt  th at we have a g reat  com
mon interest  in China because i f we could make China more capable 
of defending its own borders.

Mr. P illsbury. Yes; t ha t is right;  t ha t is in point 4.
Mr. Mica. “A China confident in its abil ity to defend its  own borders 

against foreign aggression enhances stabili ty in the Pacific,” et cetera. 
I tend to wonder, maybe you can tell me, if the military is the basis 
for a great deal of our relationsh ip, if they were confident in tha t 
ability, would they then be turning  as much to us as they have ? Why 
would they need us ?

Mr. Barnett. They are not confident in tha t ability.
Mr. Mica. I am saying, once they become that way, would i t be your 

opinion—if they became confident—the very basis of the relationship 
tha t we are try ing  to bu ild and what we would like to see them be
come, could that not be the demise of the relationship?

PROTECTING PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF CHINA  SECURITY

Mr. Barnett. In  theory, yes—if I could respond to tha t—but in 
reality, if you want my judgment , within this century China has no 
realistic possibility of achieving pari ty with  either of the super powers. 
So, for the foreseeable fu ture  all China can do with, effort on the part 
of itself is to improve its sense of security in a defensive way.

However, I  think  it makes a difference as to how China goes about 
trying to protec t its security. I think  the present leadership is very 
w ise in viewing some modernization of their mil itary as necessary, but  
not put ting  th is as a top prio rity objective even with thei r domestic 
problems because they realize they have some very fundamental eco
nomic and social problems that they have to put higher. This means 
tha t unless there is a basic change in this it is true tha t China is going 
to continue to be relatively weak.

I th ink, therefore, speaking as an American observer of China, tha t 
China’s problems of enhancing its security over the next 10 or 20 years 
depends upon the  entire pattern o f relat ionships tha t i t develops with  
friends, and with adversaries. I think it does need fr iends, and they 
are looking for them. But  it also needs, I th ink, a carefu l look at how 
it deals with its major  adversaries—at the present time the Soviet 
Union—because it  is possible for a situation to arrive  in which the 
Soviets could be provoked into action in which the  Chinese would no t 
have the capabi lity to prevent the Soviet Union from very damaging 
action. I repeat tha t phrase  “damaging action” because the Soviets are 
not about to invade China.

But  the Soviets could be provoked into that, and the kinds of re
lationships that we develop could deter or provoke it. It  is a very 
delicate matter and I think our objective should be to develop re
lationships tha t are sound and important,  tha t have a deterrent 
rather than  a provocative effect.
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MILIT ARY HARDWARE

Mr. Mica. I agree with you. I am going to say tha t I hope we can 
build tha t relationship,  but I ju st have a great deal of fear and concern.

Maybe some of you saw this picture of the Boeing 708 that they are  
constructing. In a way this is a great question in my mind. We sold 
them a commercial airplane, a 707, and they immediate ly tore it down 
and apparently  are rebuilding it from patte rns they made from the 
one th at we sold them. It  fr ightens me in terms of military hardware. 
Tha t leads to the basis why I asked the original question.

Do you suppose that they would be willing to sign a SALT-type 
verification treaty tha t we have so often debated here? Tha t deals 
with missiles, of course, bu t I am talking about other military items 
tha t we have provided in joint ventures, if you will, in defense. Would 
they be willing to go all the way in th at type of ar rangem ent to  show, 
the good faith that  we have demanded, say, of the Soviets and we have not been able to work it out ?

Mr. Barnett. They are certain ly not prepared to now, bu t I  would 
say understandably, they are so weak, relatively speaking. If  one 
is t rying to be fair  and look a t all the complexities and try  to put 
yourself in the Chinese place you have to unders tand tha t they feel 
so vulnerable and so far  behind the Soviet Union and the United 
States tha t I think  one has to expect that  they are going to make an 
effort to try  to improve their  defensive milita ry capability . I think  
that has to be accepted and understood.

I do not  think it should be disturbing  as long as this is obviously 
directed toward improving their defensive capability. I would hope— 
and incidentally, I was coauthor of a book some years ago, urging 
tha t we worked ultimately to ge t the  Chinese into internationa l arms 
control. B ut I think it is probably unrealistic to expect th at they are 
going to consider it  until they feel th at they are somewhat more de
fensively strong than they are at  the present time.

Mr. W hiting. I  would like to pick up that  point you referred to, if 
I might, about the Boeing. I  do not th ink tha t Americans realize how 
much the Soviet Union has been selling China in the way of heli
copters, long-range jet tran sport airc raft  and other kinds of equip
ment which has  milita ry possibilities. I have flown 8,000 miles in  a 
new Soviet jet aircra ft with a 175-person capacity in China, the 
IL-62.  Deng Xiaoping came to Par is in 1973 in a long-range Soviet 
jet ; at tha t time they were not ready to fly the Boeing. The Soviet 
Union gran ts in it s sales to China the kinds of defense support equip
ment that we have now agreed to sell China. It  is really the larger 
context in which tha t equipment can be used that you ought to think 
about.

I would second Doak’s stress upon the terrible defensive liabilities 
the Chinese have a t the present time. So, whether they  are developing 
a new fighter based on the Mig, or whether they are developing a 
transport based on the Boeing, it is not going to make a major differ
ence in their mil itary capacity.

NEED TO BUILD RELATIONS

Mr. Mica. I  agree with what you are saying. I would simply say 
this : I think historically  we have helped a great number of nations
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come of age in the world, and every once in a while one has come of 
age and has come hack to s ting us. T th ink that  we need—and my own 
position on this committee would be to build a lasting  relationship 
and do everything we can—that  we need to do everyth ing we possibly 
can to look out for the possibility of creating a situation where we 
have let too much information out of our own control and put our
selves in a situation where it would be difficult for us.

I totally agree with the need to build this relationship. The only 
thin g in my mind stronger is the need to look out for our own interests.

Mr. Wolff. Mr. Hall.

china’s overall intentions

Mr. Hall. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Gentlemen, we have talked a little bit about our policies, the admin

istration’s policies, toward China. I would like to try to get some kind 
of understanding from you as f ar as what China ’s in tentions are, or 
do we have a clear reading of their  intentions, toward the United  
States  and the Soviet Union ?

Mr. Whiting. I would like to answer tha t one. Fir st, I would 
underline what Doak said earlier  about their  military modernization 
being the last in the ir four  modernizations. I think there is a p riori ty 
listing with agricu lture, industry, science, and technology coming 
first. I th ink C hina’s intentions over the next 5 to 10 years can be taken 
at face value—that is, to build a strong and viable domestic economy 
that can meet the demands of a large population, that can raise living 
standards and provide some basis of independent technological capa
bility. The Chinese do not want to be dependent on off-the-shelf p ur
chases from foreign countries. They do not want to be dependent 
upon foreign advisers. They do not want to be dependent on sending 
the ir people overseas. If  they can do something by 1990 and finish 
this off by the year 2000, I think  th at is thei r in tention. In the mean
time they want to keep their environment sufficiently stable and suffi
ciently peaceful so t ha t they will not have to call upon thei r obso
lescent military forces.

Now, I do not think we or the Chinese can see beyond 5 or 10 years 
in terms of thei r leadership, the individuals or the interests tha t may 
at tha t time be shaping policy.

I  have been encouraged very recently by evidence of the desire to 
improve the Sino-Indian re lationship to the point of possibly wrapping  
up the border dispute tha t has been there for more than 30 years  and 
which erupted in small violence in 1959 and majo r conflict in 1962. 
If  they can negotiate compromise settlements with their other neigh
bors, perhaps at the end of this decade there will not be this  agenda 
of issues which is presently outstanding.

On the other hand, I was discouraged by the fact tha t when they 
signed the Treaty of Peace of Friendship with Japan in 1978, their  
Vice Premier did not concede their claim to the Senkaku Islands ad
ministered by Japan but said, “Maybe the next generation can solve 
this better than we can.’’ It would have been a very small but very 
significant gesture to give up this claim to unpopula ted rocks that lie 
between Taiwan and Okinawa.

Terr itorial issues are sensitive in all countries. They raise politics 
domestically and they raise national istic sentiments. How these will



72

work over time one simply does not know. So, I  cannot fnlly answer 
your question about in tent. They have compromised in some cases with 
thei r Mongolian neighbors and with other countries. In some cases 
they have held out. The islands in  the South China Sea are a very good 
example. That is the kind of context tha t Mr. Barnett  referred to ear
lier. Were the Chinese to go for fur ther  islands claimed by Vietnam, 
and Vietnam were to attempt to defend those islands, the Russians 
might have a role that they would be called upon to play—providing 
naval assistance to Vietnam. ♦

So, there  are no simple predictions tha t can be made. One can look 
at certain probabilities and certain limited horizons. I t is because of 
tha t uncertain ty tha t I  think military modernization leaves many ques
tion marks because it  will take 10 years to be effective and  I frankly *
do not know 10 years from now what will be the Chinese posture on 
these outstanding issues.

Mr. Hall. Thank you.

UNITED  STATES-I’EOPIJ'/S REPUBLIC OF CH INA POLICY

Mr. Wolff. We have now a quorum call, it is no longer a notice 
quorum, and though I would like to spend much more time d raining 
you of all the knowledge tha t you have and your advice and counsel,
I do not think we can continue on because I  do not know if the other 
members can come back.

I would ask that  if we have some questions tha t we might be able 
to submit them to you in writing and have you respond.

Ju st one final question, Mr. Pillsbury. Do you think we have a China 
policy today ?

Mr. P illsbury. Do I think we have a China policy today? I think 
there are grave questions about the meaning of the official statements 
tha t the adminis tration has made. There is enough room for inte r
pretat ion, it seems to me, in the range of statements tha t they have 
made tha t one can very well raise the question tha t you have just 
raised.

I think it is possible, with Governor Reagan bring ing up the ques
tion of the China policy even more than  he already has during  the *
campaign, maybe the re will be better answers then from the Carter  
adminis tration.

Mr. Barnett. Do you have 2 minutes before your quorum call ?
Mr. Wolff. We have just 1 minute. *
Mr. Barnett. Thirty seconds is not enough. Some other  time.
Mr. Wolff. I would like in writ ing from each of you—to sort of 

pull this together—whether or not you th ink there is a China policy 
and what the China policy is. If  you have an idea of what i t is, I would 
like to know.

I might  say to all of you t ha t I  th ink this committee does no t have 
a monopoly on, but we have had more material printed on China policy 
than  any other committee of the  House, and we would be delighted to 
get copies on that.

We th ank  you, gentlemen, and we appreciate  your helping us to try  
to make some decisions tha t will have an impact on the future.

The subcommittee stands adjourned.
[Wliereupon, at 3 :30 p.m . the subcommittee adjourned,  to recon

vene at the call of the Chair.]
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C om m it te e  on  F or eig n A ff a ir s , 

S ub co mmit te e on  A si an  an d P a cif ic  A ffa ir s ,
Washington, D.G.

The subcommittee met at 2 :15 p.m., in room 2200, Rayburn House 
Office Building, Hon. Lester Wolff (chairman of the subcommittee) 
presiding.

Mr. W ol ff . The subcommittee will come to order.
Before opening the meeting today, I would like to make a short 

statement  relative to the somew’hat  volatile issue that  has been bandied 
about with reference to some recent statements.

I believe the recent controversy over what our basic semantic di f
ferences about continued relations with the people of Taiwan  is as 
unfor tunate as it is ill advised.

In the first place, it needlessly confuses the People’s Republic of 
China as to the true intentions of  the United States, in addit ion to con
fusing the American people as to the real basis of the current relation
ship between the United  Sta tes and the People’s Republic of China.

In  the second place, by raising to such prominence issues which 
were fully debated and settled by all of the parties  involved, the re
newed debate does no service to the real interes t of the people of 
Taiwan  either.

Through my three missions to the People’s Republic of China and 
close personal contact over many years  with  many friends on Taiwan, 
I have witnessed firsthand and participated in  the delicate discussions 
which helped to c larify  the difficult issues now being obscured by the 
present debate.

TAIWAN RELATIONS ACT

As a floor manager for  the Taiwan Relations Act and  as cosponsor of 
the so-called Kennedy-Wolff amendment on the continuing U.S. in
terest in Taiwan security, I can speak firsthand to the sophisticated 
political and diplomatic solution represented by the act as finally 
passed by the Congress. And I think the  events of the  past year have 
amply justified our determination tha t the real interests of the  people 
of Taiwan, the People’s Republic of China, and the people of the 
United States would be protected by law, and t hat  our relat ions with 
both the people of Taiwan  and the People’s Republ ic of China will 
continue to expand and prosper.

(73)
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I  do th in k th at  i t is impo rtan t th at th is  s itu at ion be cla rifi ed tod ay 
so th at  there are no mi sund ers tan din gs . I  th in k ins tea d of  looking  
back we sh ould conti nue  to  look  fo rw ard.

Mr.  P ritchard. Mr. Ch air man , I  wou ld also like to make a sta te 
ment th at  I don’t th in k any one  in po lit ica l life  toda y in th is  country  
wants  to  turn  the  clock back , o r c ould t urn  the  clock back.

I th ink ou r course is very sure  an d steady . I th in k we have  made 
good progress. An d I wou ld like  to  rea ffirm, a t lea st on th is side  of  th e 
tab le over here ; t hat  in no way  does anybody fro m my par ty  wa nt to 
tu rn  th e clock back. We  look  for ward to a  very st ro ng  and increa sin gly  
str on ge r ties wi th the  Peop le’s Republic of  China .

Mr. W olff . Not at  th e expense, I  am sure , o f the  peop le of  Ta iwan.  
I shoudn’t even add t ha t.

Th is af ter no on , the  Sub com mit tee  on As ian  and Pacific  Af fai rs re
sumes  its  cu rren t series of  he ar ings  on U.S . Ch ina  pol icy an d Sino- 
Am erican  relations.

At ou r in iti al  he ar ing on Ju ly  22,  the  subcom mit tee focu sed  on the  
Un ite d State s-P eople’s Rep ubl ic of  Ch ina bi la tera l rel at ions hip and  
on concrete step s we can tak e to bu ild  a s tro ng  and  end ur ing rel at ion
sh ip wi th Ch ina , one capable of  av oid ing the radica l and wrenching  
swings which have histo ric all y ch ara cte riz ed  ou r rel ati ons wi th  th at  
cou ntry.

BROADER STRATEGIC CONTE XT

Today , ou r c once rn is w ith  th e b ro ad er  str ateg ic  co nte xt of  ou r r ela
tionsh ip.  A t a time when the re is inc reas ing p ub lic  d iscussion ove r th e 
ad vis ab ili ty of  mili ta ry  ties wi th the Pe op le’s R epublic  of  Ch ina , the  
subcom mit tee be lieves it  im pe rativ e to addre ss the  Sino-American re la
tio nship in the con text  of  the Un ite d Sta tes , as well as Ch ina’s re la
tions  wi th  th e S oviet Unio n.

To set the  scene fo r toda y’s he ar ing,  le t me brie fly  and gen era lly  
sum marize  the  tes tim ony tak en at  ou r Ju ly  22 h earin g. On th at occa
sion  o ur  w itnesses  w er e: M r. A. Do ak Bar ne tt  of the  B roo kin gs I nst i
tu tio n ; Mr . Al len  W hi tin g of the  U nive rsi ty  o f Mich iga n’s Ce nte r for  
Chin ese St ud ies;  and Mr. Michae l Pi lls bu ry  of  the  Sena te Pol icy  
Stee rin g C omm ittee .

Br oa dly spe aking, o ur  witnesses  sha red  th e view  tha t, in  de veloping  
ou r rel ati on sh ip wi th the Peop le’s Re public o f C hin a, pr im ar y em pha
sis sho uld  be placed  on an  expansion  o f economic, educational,  scien 
tific  an d c ul tu ra l rela tion s.

Th ere  was also a consensus  th at , wh ile  we share  a  common sec uri ty 
int ere st vis- a-v is t he Sovie t Unio n, we also hav e other , d iverge nt  in te r
ests  and a pproa che s to  in tern at iona l problems.  Beyond the  pre sent  level 
of  m ili ta ry  con tact s, Mr.  Bar ne tt  and Mr. W hi ting  cautioned again st 
pro cee ding too  fa r, too fas t in t he  m ili ta ry  field.

Fi na lly , there was a gen era l concern  wi th a l ack  of  c la ri ty  a nd  defi
nit ion , w ith  th e s tud ied  ambigu ity  in the  a dm in is tra tio n’s rec ent st ate
ments  on the  ob ject ive an d p urp ose s of  our  Chin a policy.

TRIANGULAR RELATIONS

As I no ted  above, the focus of  to da y’s hear ing w ill be on the t rian gu 
la r or  tr il at er al  rel ati on sh ip betw een the Uni ted Sta tes , the Peop le’s 
Re publi c o f Ch ina  a nd  th e U.S.S .R. An d, among  the  key questions t he 
subcom mit tee  is intere sted in explor ing thi s aft ern oo n a re :
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One, what results can we expect our new ties with the People’s 
Republic of China to have on the U.S.S .R. ? What sort of a reaction 
can we expect should the United  States-People’s Republic of China 
relationship develop an increasingly m ilitary nature?

Two, bearing  in mind our historic lack of u nders tanding o f China 
and our failu re to foresee major shifts in Chinese policy, how clear o f 
an understanding do we have on Pek ing’s intention toward the United 
States and of our role in China’s policy vis-a-vis the Soviet Union ?

Three, can we realistically expect the Soviet Union to put aside 20 
years of conflict with China and vie\^ the Sino-American relationship 
in a bi latera l context and not directed against the U.S.S.R.?

Finally, some Pentagon officers are reported to judge th at U.S. mil i
tary ties with China are an important “quick fix” for the recent widely 
publicized st rategic  imbalance in East-West relations; is there an ele
ment of this kind of th inking in our curren t policy toward  China?

Again, we will be particular ly interested in the view of our witnesses 
with respect to the v alidi ty of the  tri ang ular relationship as a frame
work for the conduct of our relations with both Peking and Moscow.

Future  hearings in this series are scheduled for September 17, 23, 
and 25.

RESOURCE BASE

In conclusion, I  would announce that  it is the intention of th e sub
committee to use these initial  hearings as a resource base from which 
we will conduct an intensive and extensive review of China policy and 
Sino-American relations during the coming 97th Congress.

With the above thoughts  in mind, we welcome today’s witnesses, the 
Honorable Malcolm Toon, former U.S. Ambassador to Moscow; the 
Hon. Raymond Garthoff, former U.S. Ambassador to Bulg aria ; Dr. 
Vladim ir Petrov, Sino-Soviet Insti tute,  George Wash ington Univer
sity ; and Mr. Banning Garrett, Research Associate, Institute  of In ter
national Studies, University of Cal ifornia  at Berkeley.

Gentlemen, if you don’t mind summarizing your testimony, without  
objection your entire s tatement  will be included in the record.

And we tur n to you Ambassador Toon.

STA TEM ENT  OF HON. MALCOLM TOON, FOR MER U.S. AMBASSADOR 
TO MOSCOW

Mr. Toon. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
It  is always a privilege, if somewhat a chore, to be here before your 

congressional committee, and I  appreciate the invitat ion to express my 
views on this very im portant topic.

As you know, Mr. Chairman, I have no formal written  statement, 
nor do I have even a formal oral statement. I  think you should under
stand, afte r 11 years as an Ambassador with access to a fa irly sizable, 
talented staff and with competent secretarial help, I find myself now 
somewhat handicapped when I ’m called upon to present a formal  state
ment, a formal text of remarks, or speeches, or testimony or what have 
you. And while I have from time to time called upon my good wife 
for assistance, I must say in all frankness she is not enchanted by this 
sort of task no r enamored of it. So I call upon her only when absolutely 
necessary and as infrequen tly as possible.
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So I hope y ou will  be ar wi th  me, M r. Ch air man  and  your  colleagues, 
if  I  confine m y rem ark s to  a few br ie f in form al  o bse rva tions based on 
some notes th at  I have s cra tch ed  o ut  an d rese rve  m ost  o f my t ime  for 
questions fro m you a nd  yo ur  coll eagues  in  th e tim e a llo tte d to  me.

I f  th at  is agreeable to  you, Mr. Ch ai rm an , I  w ill proceed with  a few 
observatio ns.

Mr. W olff . P lea se proceed.

FOR NO RM AL IZAT ION

Mr. Toon. F ir st , le t me mak e cle ar  a t th e ou tse t th at  whi le I  have  
some res erv ations abo ut the way  th is  ad min ist ra tio n has gone abo ut 
the business  of  no rm ali zin g ou r re la tio ns  wi th Ch ina —re ser vations  
which  I  ga th er  from your  sta tem ents,  Mr . Ch air man , you sha re, at  
lea st to a  deg ree , in pa rt—but  despite  my reserv ations, I  have been a nd  
am a firm  supp or te r of  the  decision  on norma lization .

For years  i t made no sense to me as a Fo re ign Service officer to  iso 
lat e ourselves fro m the wor ld’s mo st pop ulo us na tio n and po ten tia lly  
one of th e wo rld ’s superpowers . And  th is,  fran kly,  was  the view of 
most Fo re ign Serv ice officers, a t lea st those wi th  whom I  w as well  a c
quain ted , despite  th e inroad s on th e Fo re ign Service m ade by  th e pe r
niciousn ess an d the excesses of the McC art hy  era.

B ut  t his , to have a ra tio na l policy  t ow ard Ch ina , not any des ire to 
tweak th e b ea r’s nose by the so-ca lled  p laying  of t he  “Ch ina  ca rd ,” was 
th e pr incipa l reason  f or  my  re com mendation for  an d su pp or t of a  po l
icy o f no rmalized rela tio ns  wi th t he  Chinese .

In  fac t, fro m the  o uts et I  h ave  fe lt  st rong ly, and I  so recommended  
fro m Moscow when I  wTas Amb ass ador  the re,  th at we  follow a  policy o f 
st ri ct  e ven -handedness in deali ng  w ith  the Sov iets  a nd  the  C hinese  in 
all  aspects of  ou r rel ati onship.  W he n I  say  all  aspects , I  mean all— 
trad e,  in clu din g m ost-favore d-n ation  tr ea tm en t, a nd  tec hno logy t ra ns 
fe r ; str ateg ic  considera tions,  inclu ding  arm s su pp lies ; foreig n policies , 
inc lud ing  equal con dem nat ion  of  misbe havio r ab ro ad ; h um an  rig hts , 
inclu ding  bal anc ed tre atmen t of vio lat ion s where ver  they ma y occur. 

DEVIA TIN G FROM EV EN -H AND ED  POL ICY

I  th in k the record  shows cle arly th a t despi te ou r ann oun ced  in ten
tio n to  be even-hand ed in  ou r ap proa ch  to  the Sovie ts and Chinese, 
an d despi te o ur  pr iva te assurances to  th is  effect  to th e Sov iets , we  have 
ser iously  devia ted  from  th is  policy.

We  have accorde d mo st- fav ore d-n ation  (M FN ),  trea tm en t, as you 
know, to th e Chinese b ut  n ot  to the Soviets.  An d while  i t is tru e th at  
we managed to wre st fro m the  Chi nese some sort of  un de rst an ding , 
which  as  yet  is n ot  cle ar to me, to  sa tis fy  th e r equ ireme nts  of  the J ack-  
son -Va nick amend ment or  leg islation , I  feel th is  is lar ge ly  cosmetic 
an d n ot o f real substance .

We have licensed  techno logy fo r the Chinese, whi ch ha s been  tr a 
di tio na lly  banned to  th e Soviets.  We hav e rem ained sin gu larly  silent 
abou t vio lat ion s of huma n rig ht s in  Ch ina , and I  th in k it  is general ly 
recognized  they  have been  massive  dow n th roug h the  ye ars;  and at  
the same time  we have  blas ted  th e Sovie ts fo r t he ir  t re atm en t o f t he ir  
dis sidents, and righ tly so.
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And now it seems we plan to sell arms to the Chinese. It is claimed 
by Mr. Brown and others that these will be defensive arms, hut even 
with my 5 years in the Navy in World War II , I have never u nder
stood the subtleties of  dis tinguishing between offensive and defensive 
arms.

It  seems to me if we star t down this road, we don’t really know 
where the end will be. And I think frankly, we ought to be very care
ful indeed about t aking this route.

Now, please don’t misunderstand me. T think  all of you know from 
my record I  would never recommend being lax with the Soviets, either  
by giving them weapons or vital technology, or by forgiving them 
thei r sins.

SH OULD  NOT FAV OR PE OPL E’S REPU BLIC  OF C H IN A

I think it is clear from what I have said publicly and from my pr i
vate recommendations from Moscow that  I oppose doing anything 
tha t would strengthen the mili tary  potential of the Soviets, for I be
lieve strongly they are avowed enemies of everyth ing we stand for. 
And it is equally clear from what I have said th at I believe we should 
expose and condemn their  misbehavior and penalize them for their  
misdeeds when it is not contrary to our own interests to do so and 
when we can muster appropr iate  support  by our friends and allies.

But I do not think it serves our purposes or our interests or those 
of the free world to raise the suspicions and  the hackles of Moscow by 
according favored treatm ent to thei r sworn enemy, the Chinese.

There are important reasons why this is so, and certainly one of 
them is not tha t I feel compunction about offending the Soviets or 
even, frankly,  going back on our word with Moscow. I ’ve always main
tained tha t if, in fact, we find one of the commitments we may have 
made to the Soviet Union no longer in our basic nat ional interest, I 
hope we would have the  guts to back away from that commitment. So 
therefore,  I ’m not par ticu larly  disturbed about going back on our 
word to Moscow.

But I do feel that when we do so we should be clear in our own minds 
that  we are in a real sense advancing our basic national  interests and 
not indulging in a sophomoric desire to tweak the bear’s nose.

We must recognize first that, the Soviets are so paranoid about China 
tha t i f they felt we were developing a tight  politica l relationship with 
Beijing, as the capital is now called, with possible military overtones 
and targeted on Moscow, they would be perfectly capable of doing 
something irrational.

And second, tha t in the long run a Chinese nation of V/2 billion 
people with a developed economy and a powerful milit ary machine 
may very well represent  as much of a th reat to our basic interests as 
the Soviets do now.

That is what I wanted to say more or less in a formal way, Mr. 
Chairman. I would be glad now to try  to answer any questions that  
you mkdit  have.

Mr. W olff. Thank you very  much, Ambassador
What we plan to do is to have the statements of a ll of the individ

uals first, and then ask you to participate as a panel.
I would like to welcome Dr. Garthoff and ask if you will make your 

statement.
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Sir, if you will summarize, we would appreciate  it so that we can get 
time fo r questions. The entire  statement will be included in the record.

STA TEM ENT  OF HON. RAYMOND GAR THO FF, FOR MER U.S. 
AMBASSADOR TO BULGA RIA

Mr. Garthoff. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will condense to about 
10 minutes my remarks.

I  am very pleased to par ticipa te in your hearings, and I  welcome the 
attention you are  giving to the connection between American-Chinese 
relations and our relations with the  Soviet Union.

I  should like, a t the outset, to state my own belief that i t was in the 
interests of  the United  States to establish diplomatic relations with the 
People’s Republic of China, and tha t it remains in our interes t to de
velop those ties on a basis of mutual advantage,  recognizing areas of 
congruent interests but also other areas of differing and sometimes 
conflicting interests.

Parenthetically, I am prompted to remark tha t it  would be most un
fortunate if a succeeding administration were even inadvertently to 
prejudice American relations with the People’s Republic of China ow
ing to sentimental or thwarted past preferences for some o ther rela
tionship  than  the one quite satisfactorily devised to govern our rela
tionship with Taiwan.

I t is appropriate , indeed necessary, tha t we weigh the impact of 
American-Chinese relations on our relations with the Soviet Union. 
But  in the  first instance they should rest on a foundation of considered 
interests vis-a-vis China.

PLA TING TH E CH INA CARD

A great deal has been said about the United  States “playing the 
China ca rd” against the Soviet Union. To couch our China policy pre
dominantly in terms of impact on the Soviet Union would be unsound. 
So would be any effort to play off China and the Soviet Union against 
one another. W hat is appropriate is to take into account implications 
of our China policy vis-a-vis the Soviet Union, and vice versa.

Given tha t the Soviet Union is the only power in the world at present 
capable of posing a vital threat to the U nited States, we righ tly give 
special importance to any s ituation which could affect our security in
terests in the adversary relationship which exists between the  Soviet 
Union and the United States.

To the ex tent th at the Soviet Union sees a normalized and friendly 
relationship, i t may be restra ined in some actions. There is however, a 
fine line between developments in Sino-American tries which serve to 
deter adverse Soviet actions, and those which provoke them. I  am not 
speaking merely of what the Soviet leaders like or dislike, but about 
developments which, as Ambassador Toon remarked, they may see as 
hostile and as threatening to their security, requiring a Soviet response. 
And it is in this respect that  I believe our previously sound China 
policy has become unbalanced over the past year, a point to which I  
shall retu rn presently.

We should recognize that the area within which the United States 
can influence the Sino-Soviet relationship is limited. We did  not know-
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ing ly or  in any im po rtan t way  c on tribu te to  t he  ri ft  betw een the two  
powers,  a nd  we  sh ould no t assum e t h a t we co uld  m an ipula te  i t even if  
we wish ed to .

But  we can an d do affec t the  im pli cations  of Sin o-S oviet  conflic t f or  
ourselves, wh eth er we a lways  a pp rec iat e these e ffects or  not. And  t hat  
is where it  becomes  pa rt icul ar ly  im po rta nt  to tak e accoun t of  Sov iet 
pe rce ptions of  the Sm o-A me rican  re la tio nship , and esp ecially  of  the  
mo tivations they  ascr ibe  to us, as well as th ei r judg men t of  the  conse
quences of pa rt ic ul ar  developments in Sin o-A me rican  relations.

Dur in g the ea rly  deve lopment of  an era  o f deten te an d nego tia tio ns  
betw een the Uni ted St ates  and the  Sovie t Un ion , whi ch seems now a 
ve ry lon g decade  ago, it  is quite  lik ely  th at  one factor  indu cing  the  
Sovie t lea ders to  pu rsu e such  a pa th  was the de terio ra tio n in  Sino - 
Sovie t re lat ion s.

Th e bo rd er  clashes on the Manchur ian  and Mo ngo lian  bo rders  of  
Sibe ria  in 1969 coincided  wi th the  fir st moves  in Sovie t-A me rican 
relations. Pe rh ap s coincide nta lly , bu t even if  so sym bol ica lly,  the  
Moscow ann ounce me nts  of  fo rth comi ng  in iti al  Sovie t-A me rican 
SA LT nego tia tions , an d of  Sin o-S oviet  bo rder  tal ks , were  made on 
the same da v in Oc tob er 1969. An d Sovie t th re at s in 1969 to  str ike  
Chinese nucle ar  faci lit ies may have co ntr ibute d to Chinese  decisions 
to  norma lize re lat ions  wi th  the U ni ted S tates.

SECRE T CONTACTS

Dire ct  sec ret  Uni ted Sta tes -Chinese  conta cts  began in Dec ember 
1969. I n  1970, the  Sovie t Un ion  soug ht  unsuccess ful ly to conclud e an 
agreem ent  wi th  the  Uni ted State s dir ec ted  ag ain st China, if  t he  l at te r 
were to e nga ge in  sur re pt iti ou s mili ta ry  a ctio ns des igned to  prov oke a 
conf lict between the Uni ted State s and U.S.S .R. W he ther  t he  Sov iets  
were rea lly  concern ed over such  a con ting ency, or  saw such  an agree 
me nt wi th th e Un ite d St ates  as useful in blo cki ng  a Sino-American 
rapp rochem ent, i s not  en tir ely clea r. In  any  case it was reject ed,  as h ad  
been  ea rli er  prob es in 1969 of possib le jo in t action t o ne utr ali ze  Chin ese 
nu cle ar fac ilit ies .

Tur ni ng  now to the more recent  pa st and cu rren t sit ua tio n,  much 
ha s happened in th e pe rio d since the  negoti ati on  and est ab lishm ent of 
fu lly  dip lom ati c re lat ions  wi th  t he  Pe op le’s Republic  o f Ch ina a y ea r 
an d a h al f ago. W ith ou t m ak ing a co mpr ehensive review7, it may be  use
fu l to note  some sal ien t developments, with  a p ar ticu la r eye on Sovie t 
perce ptions o f A me rican objec tives a nd  actions.

Despi te di rect  Am eri can  assuranc es to  Moscow in 1978 and 1979, an d, 
indeed , e ver  since 1969, th at ou r im prov ing  re lat ion s wi th Ch ina were 
no t d irecte d a ga inst  the  Soviet  Union , So vie t suspic ions  have rema ined. 
The se suspicions  hav e grow n since May 1978, when  Dr . Brzezin ski, 
vi sit ing  P ek ing,  spoke ra th er  openly of ba iti ng  “th e Pol ar  be ar” to  the no rth .

Th e dev elopment  of  clos er ties betw een Ja pan  and Ch ina, encou r
age d b y the  U ni ted St ates—qu ite  wisely, in  my view—also agg rava ted 
th ei r conce rn o ver  Sino-Ame rican  ties. A new a nd  more om inou s glo bal  
“en circlement” of  the  So vie t Un ion  was seen. T his was also  exacer bat ed 
by othe r developments, inclu ding  Sovie t fea rs of  the possibil ity  of 
Am erican  a nd  Chinese  ac quisi tion of a foo tho ld in Af gh an ist an .
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Of parti cular importance was the impact  on Moscow of the conjunc
tion of moves at the end of 1978 and beginning of 1979. Fi rst  of all, not 
only did the United States move to establish full diplomatic relations 
with China, but i t did  so at a time and in a way which gave precedence 
to that action over the  conclusion of the S ALT I I  treaty and schedul
ing of an American-Soviet summit meeting.

DENG VISIT

The visit of Deng Xaio ping  to the United States in January 1979 ♦
was of parti cular moment because of his hints  during the visit of a 
Chinese attack on Vietnam to “teach them a lesson”—an event which 
did occur in February. The U.S. opposed the  Chinese invasion, and 
attempted privately in advance to dissuade the Chinese from it. We did *
not, however, consult with the Soviets on this  impending thre at to the 
peace.

Some Soviet commentary, probably for propaganda  purposes, 
claimed or  implied American collusion in the Chinese attack, but the 
real Soviet judgment probably was that the Chinese had successfully 
used the Deng visit to neutralize American opposition and to convey an 
impression of American support  which Moscow understood we did not 
really give.

At the same time, the Sino-American rapprochement did pose real 
uncertainties to  Moscow on how the  United States would react if the 
Soviet Union were to meet the  Chinese at tack on Vietnam, a Soviet 
ally, by a similar measured Soviet military move against China.

In  tha t sense, it may have helped deter such a Soviet move. But 
it le ft Moscow concerned at the Sino-American tie as a hostile develop
ment which at least China, if not also the  United States, might ex
ploit  in other ways as well agains t Soviet interests. The Chinese, in 
other  words, were playing “the American card” agains t U.S.S .R. 

pe op le ’s REPUBLIC OF CH INA INCURSION INTO  VIETNAM

The Chinese incursion into Vietnam, which China indeed may have 
considered safer to undertake  aft er establishing American ties, clearly 
had a number of adverse effects on American interests. The Vietnamese «
tie to Moscow was strengthened, and Soviet use of milita ry bases in 
Vietnam was increased. The United States was put  in the position of 
a semi-ally of China and of Pol Pot ’s Kampuchea. Risks of a Soviet- 
Chinese direct conflict grew. And Soviet suspicions and concerns over • 
the Sino-American rapprochement grew greatly.

During the months following the Chinese attack  on Vietnam, Sino- 
American relations, especially economic ties, continued to develop on 
a broad scale. Many high level visits took place. The development which 
most alarmed Moscow was Vice President Mondale’s statement, dur
ing his visit to China in August 1979, referring to “para llel” Ameri
can and Chinese “strategic  interests,” particu larly in view of what has 
happened in 1980.

The United States  did seek in itially  to maintain a balance in its re
lations with China and the Soviet Union, and adopted an “even- 
handed” approach, aimed at extended equal trade and other privi
leges—and restrictions—to both major Communist powers.



81

Bu t, as Am bassa dor Toon noted, du ring  1979, as Am eri can -Soviet  
rel ati ons continued t o de ter ior ate , we a bandoned in pract ice  the  even- 
handed  appro ach. By  December  we gr an ted mo st- fav ore d-n ation  
(M FN ) trad e sta tus to Ch ina , bu t not  to the Sovie t Un ion , des pite 
sta tem ents only  months  ear ne r of  our  in ten tio n to couple  them.

The se dev elopments were no ted  by Moscow wi th dee pen ing  susp icion. 
Meanw hile , des pite  thes e develop men ts, the  Chinese believed th at  we 
were  no t do ing  eno ugh  to supp or t the m an d to coun ter  the Sovie t 
Union . Seeing th ei r in ter es ts best  served  by bad rel ations between 
the U ni ted  St ates  and U .S.S.R ., they opposed such moves as t he  Ca rte r- 
Bre zhn ev sum mi t, the SA LT I I  Tr ea ty , and the co nti nu ing  M BF R 
an d C SC E nego tia tio ns  in Eu rop e.

SHARP TUR N IN U.S. POLICY

The sh arp tu rn  in Am erican  p olicy fol low ing  the  S oviet  o ccupat ion 
of  Afg ha nistan  rei nforced all those tendencies.  Se cre tar y of Defense 
Brow n’s vis it to Pe king —wh en no Am erican  S ec retary  o f Def ense h as 
ever v isi ted  Moscow— set the tone . T he  v isi t h ad  been s cheduled befo re 
Afg ha nista n,  bu t some of  t he  sta tem ents made du ring  th at  vis it, and 
especia lly ensuing  de velopm ents, mark ed  a  fu rthe r U.S . tu rn  to  closer  
Chinese  ties, and t o e vid en t e ffor ts to coord ina te act ions coun ter  to  the 
Sovie t Union .

In  p ar tic ul ar , t he  decision to pro vid e a ran ge  o f mili ta ry  e quipm ent 
to  Ch ina  con traven ed ou r own sta ted poli cy posit ion  of  ju st  mo nths 
ea rlier.  Moscow could no t fa il to see th is as dev elopment  of  an an ti-  
Sovie t coa lition,  ju st as they  had ea rli er  suspec ted and fea red .

Mos t s tr ik in g of all  was the enormous differen ce in Am erican  rea c
tio n to th e pa rt ia lly pa ra lle l C hinese  an d Sov iet mili ta ry  i nte rventio ns  
th at  opened  an d closed the  year.  When Comm unist Ch ina  inv ade d 
Comm unist Vietn am  wi th seve ral hu nd red thou sand  men in Fe br u
ar y 1979, the U. S. deplo red  the act bu t proceeded  at  th at  very tim e 
wi th  a vis it by Se cretary Blum enthal an d the exp ans ion  of  Sino - 
Am erican  economic ties.

In  Ja nuar y 1980 the  Uni ted State s r eac ted  to  th e Sov iet m ili ta ry  oc
cupa tio n of  Com munis t Afg ha ni stan  in late Dec ember by a punit ive  
pol icy  inclu din g sh arp cu rta ilm en t of  a wid e ran ge  of  po lit ica l, eco
nomic and cu ltu ra l re lat ions  with the  Sovie t Un ion .

To  be sure , there were s ign ific ant  geopoli tical differences i n th ese  two  
situa tions , an d I  do no t sug ges t ou r rea ction  sho uld  nec essarily have 
been the  same. But  fro m Moscow’s pe rspect ive , the Un ite d State s was 
no t only  app ly ing a d oub le stan da rd  to  the  Sov iet  a ctio n as com pared,  
in th ei r eyes, wi th some past Am erican  act ions, bu t even as com par ed 
with  China .

RECOMMENDATIONS

In  con cluding, I  sho uld  like to mak e brie fly six recomm enda tio ns : 
One , Am erican  poli cy towa rd  Ch ina  sho uld  be based pr im ar ily  on 

Am erican  int ere sts  v is-a -vis  Ch ina , wi th cle ar recognit ion  of  are as  of 
common or  c ongru ent  int ere sts , and othe r are as  of  dive rg ing an d op 
posing intere sts .

Two , the Uni ted State s should tak e accoun t of  Sov iet  sensi tiv itie s 
in fram ing o ur  re la tio ns hip to  the  Peop le's  Re public o f C hin a, and vice
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versa , bu t we sho uld be guid ed by ou r own  inte res ts— which inc lud e no t 
perm anently  a lie na tin g a ga in ei ther  the U.S.S .R.  o r P eople ’s Repub lic of  Chi na.

Three , the Un ited St ates  sho uld  no t try to pla y a “C hin a ca rd” 
ag ains t t he  I .S.S .R.,  no t only  because t ha t exacerbates Un ite d Sta tes- 
Sovie t rel ations, but also  because it di sto rts  Un ite d Sta tes-Chinese 
re la tio ns ; if  a nd  as we are able ag ain  to  imp rove Am erican -So vie t re 
lat ion s, we m igh t then ant ago nize and dis illu sion the Chinese o ver our  
rel ati on sh ip wi th them .

Fo ur , Ch ina  is not an ally of  t he  Un ite d St ates  and we sho uld  not 
become an  ally of  the  People’s Republic of China . When we have 
common int ere sts , our  pu rsui t of them will come na tu ra lly , bu t we 
sho uld  no t en ter  into commitmen ts o r al inement.

Fiv e, t he  T’nited  S tat es  sho uld not bu ild  u p Chin ese pow er—in par 
tic ul ar  mili ta ry  power—because of  the implie d com mitment, because  
it  would unnecessar ily prov oke the Sov iet Un ion , because it  would 
or ien t Chinese  develo pment away fro m needed economic pu rsui ts,  a nd 
because  Chinese  int ere sts  dif fer  fro m our own and the  Chin ese may 
sometime use th is power in ways de tri men tal  to Am erican  inte res ts.

Fi na lly , the U nit ed  Stat es  should  re tu rn  to a balance d policy o f even- 
han ded nes s tow ard  the Pe op ’e’s Repub lic of Ch ina  and the U.S .S.R . 
The XTnited S tates  m ay cu rta il or suspen d some benefi ts to  one or  the  
othe r o win g to actions  we reg ard as o bjectio nab le, as we d id  fol low ing  
the Sovie t occu pation of  Afg ha nista n,  bu t ou r bas ic pol icy sho uld  re
main one of  des iring  equal good re la tio ns  with bo th powers when and 
to the  ex ten t thei r act ions allow. Bo th sho uld  be trea ted on an equal 
basi s so lon g as thei r polic ies ju st ify it,  fo r example, M FN , equal 
COCOM res tric tion s. Cur ta ili ng  or  wi thho lding benefits fro m one 
power, however , should  no t mean tipp in g the bala nce  and gr an tin g 
premium  benefits above the comm on equa l sta nd ar d to the  oth er.  The 
Un ite d States  n ot only  impo sed pena ltie s on the  U.S.S .R. in 1980 , we 
also made a “t il t”  t ow ard  the  Peop le’s Rep ubl ic of  Ch ina  which un 
bal anc ed ou r own stance, which was not in ou r interests .

[Mr . Ga rth of f’s pr ep ared  sta tem en t fol low s:]
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P repared Sta te m ent of  H on . R ay mon d  Ga r th o ff , F or me r U .S . A mb assado r 
to  B ul ga ria

t h e  sin o -amer ic an  r el a t io n sh ip  from  t h e  soviet  pr os pe ct iv e : IM PL IC AT IO NS  
FOR U .S . POLICY

M r. C ha ir m an , I  am v e ry  p le a s e d  to  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  y o u r  h e a r in g s ,  

an d I  welco me th e  a t t e n t i o n  yo u a r e  g iv in g  to  t h e  c o n n e c t io n  b e tw een

A m eri can -C h in ese  r e l a t i o n s  an d A m eri can  r e l a t i o n s  w ith  th e  S o v ie t

U n io n .

I  sh o u ld  l i k e ,  a t  th e  o u t s e t ,  to  s t a t e  my own b e l i e f  t h a t  i t  was

i n  th e  i n t e r e s t s  o f th e  U n it e d  S t a t e s  to  e s t a b l i s h  d ip lo m a t ic  r e l a t i o n s

w it h  th e  P e o p le 's  R e p u b li c  o f  C h in a , an d re m a in s  in  o u r  i n t e r e s t  to  

d e v e lo p  th o s e  t i e s  on  a b a s i s  o f  m u tu a l a d v a n ta g e , r e c o g n iz in g  a r e a s  o f  

c o n g ru e n t i n t e r e s t s ,  b u t  a l s o  o t h e r  a r e a s  o f d i f f e r i n g  and  so m etim es
t

c o n f l i c t i n g  i n t e r e s t s .  I t  i s  a p p r o p r i a t e ,  in d e e d  n e c e s s a r y ,  t h a t  we 

a l s o  w ei gh th e  im p ac t o f A m e ric a n -C h in e se  r e l a t i o n s  on  o u r  r e l a t i o n s  

w it h  th e  S o v ie t  U n io n , b u t  in  t h e  f i r s t  I n s t a n c e  th e y  sh o u ld  r e s t  on  a

f o u n d a t io n  o f  c o n s id e re d  i n t e r e s t s  v i s - a —v i s  C h in a .

A g r e a t  d e a l  —  in d e e d , to o  much —  h a s  b e e n  s a i d  a b o u t th e  U n it e d

S t a t e s  " p la y in g  th e  C hi na c a r d "  a g a i n s t  th e  S o v ie t  U n io n . To couch  o u r  

C hin a p o l ic y  p re d o m in a n tl y  i n  te rm s  o f  im p ac t on  t h e  S o v ie t  U ni on  w ou ld  

be u n so u n d . So w oul d be  an y e f f o r t  t o  p la y  o f f  C h in a  an d  th e  S o v ie t 

Uni on  a g a in s t  pn e a n o th e r .  What i s  a p p r o p r i a t e  i s  to  t a k e  i n t o  a c c o u n t 

im p l ic a t io n s  o f o u r  Chi na  p o l i c y  v i s - a - v i s  th e  S o v ie t  U n io n , an d

v ic e - v e r s a
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G iv en  t h a t  th e  S o v ie t  U ni on  i s  t h e  o n ly  pow er  i n  th e  w o rld  a t

p r e s e n t  c a p a b le  o f p o s in g  a v i t a l  t h r e a t  t o  t h e  U n it e d  S t a t e s ,  we 

r i g h t l y  g iv e  s p e c i a l  im p o rta n c e  t o  an y  s i t u a t i o n  w h ic h  c o u ld  a f f e c t  o u r

s e c u r i t y  i n t e r e s t s  i n  th e  a d v e r s a ry  r e l a t i o n s h i p  w h ic h  e x i s t s  be tw een

th e  S o v ie t  U nio n an d  th e  U n it e d  S t a t e s .  T he r i f t  b e tw e e n  th e  tw o

p r i n c i p a l  Co mmun is t pow er s w h ic h  e r u p te d  tw o d e c a d e s  ago  w a s , w i th o u t  

d o u b t , a  dev e lo p m en t o f  g r e a t  im p o rta n c e  and  a d v a n ta g e  t o  o u r  own 

s e c u r i t y  i n t e r e s t s .  The  f u l l  i m p l i c a t i o n s  o f  t h i s  f a c t  w e re , •

r e g r e t t a b l y ,  n o t  c l e a r  to  p o l ic y - m a k e rs  i n  t h e  ti m e  o f  o u r  d e e p e n in g

in v o lv e m e n t i n  V ie tn am . The y w e re , h o w e v e r , am ong th e  c o n s id e r a t i o n s

w hic h  le d  t h e  l a s t  t h r e e  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n s  to  r e i s to r e  n o rm a l d ip lo m a t ic

r e l a t i o n s  b e tw een  th e  U n it e d  S t a t e s  and  t h e  P e o p l e 's  R e p u b li c  o f  C h in a . 

( P a r e n t h e t i c a l l y ,  I  am p ro m pte d  t o  re m ark  t h a t  i t  w ould  b e  m ost

u n f o r tu n a te  i f  a su c c e e d in g  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  w e re  ev en  i n a d v e r t e n t l y  to

p r e ju d i c e  A m er ic an  r e l a t i o n s  w ith  t h e  PRC ow in g  t o  s e n t im e n ta l  o r

th w a r te d  p a s t  p r e f e r e n c e s  f o r  some o t h e r  a r ra n g e m e n t t h a n  th e  on e q u i t e

s a t i s f a c t o r i l y  d e v is e d  to  g o v e rn  o u r  r e l a t i o n s h i p  w i th  T a iw a n .)

More  b l u n t l y ,  i t  i s  in  A m er ic an  i n t e r e s t s  f o r  t h e  r i f t  b e tw een  th e

S o v ie t  Uni on  an d th e  P e o p le 's  R e p u b li c  t o  c o n t i n u e .  I t  w ou ld  n o t ,

h o w ev er,  s e rv e  o u r  i n t e r e s t s  i f  th e  c o n f l i c t  b e tw e e n  th o s e  tw o pow er s

w ere  to  e r u p t  i n  w a r . Th e S in o -S o v ie t  c o n f l i c t  a f f e c t s  A m er ic an
*

i n t e r e s t s ,  f o r  e x a m p le , by  l e a d in g  t h e  S o v ie t  U ni on t o  s t a t i o n  a b o u t

o n e - fo u r th  o f i t s  c o n v e n t io n a l  an d  t h e a t e r  n u c l e a r  m i l i t a r y  po w er

o r i e n t e d  a g a i n s t  C h in a . I f  th o s e  f o r c e s  w e re  n o t  so  d e p lo y e d , th e y  ( o r  *

t h e  r e s o u rc e s  th e y  r e p r e s e n t )  w ou ld  b e  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  co m m itm en t

e ls e w h e r e . Bey on d t h a t ,  to  t h e  e x t e n t  t h a t  t h e  S o v ie t  U nio n s e e s  a

n o rm a li z e d  and  f r i e n d l y  S in o -A m e ri c a n  r e l a t i o n s h i p ,  i t  may be
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r e s t r a i n e d  i n  some a c t i o n s .  T h e re  i s ,  h o w e v e r,  a  f i n e  l i n e  b e tw een

d e v e lo p m en ts  i n  S in o_ -A m er ic an  t i e s  w h ic h  s e r v e  t o  d e t e r  a d v e r s e  S o v ie t

a c t i o n s ,  an d t h o s e  w h ic h  may p ro v o k e  th em . I  am n o t  s p e a k in g  m e re ly  o f 

w hat  t h e  S o v ie t  l e a d e r s  l i k e  o r  d i s l i k e ,  b u t  a b o u t  d e v e lo p m e n ts  w hic h

th e y  may se e  a s  h o s t i l e  an d a s  t h r e a t e n i n g  t o  t h e i r  s e c u r i t y ,  r e q u i r i n g

a S o v ie t  r e s p o n s e . And i t  i s  i n  t h i s  r e s p e c t  t h a t  I  b e l i e v e  o u r  

p r e v io u s ly  so und C h in a  p o l i c y  h a s  be co me u n b a la n c e d  o v e r  t h e  p a s t  y e a r ,

a p o in t  to  w h ic h  I  s h a l l  r e t u r n  p r e s e n t l y .

We s h o u ld  r e c o g n iz e  t h a t  th e  a r e a  w i th in  w h ic h  t h e  U n i te d  S t a t e s

can  i n f lu e n c e  t h e  S in o -S o v ie t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  i s  l i m i t e d .  We d id  n o t

k n o w in g ly  o r  i n  an y  im p o r ta n t  way c o n t r i b u t e  t o  t h e  r i f t  b e tw e e n  th e

tw o p o w e rs , and  we s h o u ld  n o t  as su m e t h a t  we c o u ld  m a n ip u la te  i t  ev en

i f  we w is h e d  t o .  B u t we can  an d  do a f f e c t  th e  i m p l i c a t i o n s  o f

S in o -S o v ie t  c o n f l i c t  f o r  o u r s e l v e s ,  w h e th e r  we a lw a y s  a p p r e c i a t e  th e s e

e f f e c t s  o r  n o t .  And t h a t  i s  w h ere  i t  be co m es  p a r t i c u l a r l y  im p o r ta n t  to

ta k e  a c c o u n t o f  S o v ie t  p e r c e p t io n s  o f  th e  S in o -A m e ri c a n  r e l a t i o n s h i p ,

an d e s p e c i a l l y  o f  th e  m o t iv a t io n s  th e y  a s c r i b e  t o  u s .  a s  w e l l  a s  t h e i r

ju d g m en t o f t h e  c o n s e q u e n c e s .

D u ri n g  t h e  e a r l y  d ev e lo p m en t o f  an  e r a  o f  d e t e n t e  and  n e g o t i a t i o n s

b e tw een  th e  U n it e d  S t a t e s  an d t h e  S o v ie t  U n io n , w h ic h  se em s now a v e ry

lo n g  d ecad e  a g o , i t  i s  q u i t e  l i k e l y  t h a t  one f a c t o r  in d u c in g  t h e  S o v ie t

le a d e r s  to  p u r s u e  su c h  a p a th  was  th e  d e t e r i o r a t i o n  i n  S in o - S o v ie t

r e l a t i o n s .  Thfe b o r d e r  c la s h e s  on  t h e  M a n ch u ri an  and  M o n g o li an  b o r d e r s

of S i b e r i a  i n  1969  c o in c id e d  w i th  th e  f i r s t  mov es  i n  S o v ie t- A m e r ic a n

r e l a t i o n s .  P e rh a p s  c o i n c i d e n t a l l y ,  b u t  even  i f  so  s y m b o l i c a l l y ,  th e

Moscow announcem en ts  o f  f o r th c o m in g  i n i t i a l  S o v ie t-A m e r ic a n  SALT

n e g o t i a t i o n s ,  an d o f  S in o -S o v ie t  b o r d e r  t a l k s ,  w ere  ma de on  t h e  sam e
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da y in  O c to b e r  1 9 6 9 . And S o v ie t  t h r e a t s  i n  1969 t o  9 t r i k e  C h in e s e

n u c le a r  f a c i l i t i e s  may h av e  c o n t r i b u te d  t o  C h in e s e  d e c i s i o n s  t o

n o rm a li z e  r e l a t i o n s  w ith  t h e  U n it e d  S t a t e s .  D i r e c t  s e c r e t  U .S .- C h in e s e

c o n ta c ts  b e g a n  i n  Dec em be r 1 9 6 9 . In  1 9 7 0 , t h e  S o v ie t  U nio n s o u g h t  

u n s u c c e s s fu l ly  t o  c o n c lu d e  an  a g re e m e n t w i th  th e  U n it e d  S t a t e s  d i r e c t e d  

a g a in s t  C hin a i f  th e  l a t t e r  w er e t o  en g ag e  i n  s u r r e p t i t i o u s  m i l i t a r y

a c t io n s  d e s ig n e d  to  p ro v o k e  a c o n f l i c t  b e tw een  th e  U .S . an d  t h e  USSR.
9

W he th er  th e  S o v ie t s  w er e r e a l l y  c o n c e rn e d  o v e r  su c h  a  c o n t in g e n c y , o r  

saw  su ch  an  a g re e m e n t w ith  t h e  U .S . a s  u s e f u l  i n  b lo c k in g  a 

S in o -A m eri can  ra p p ro c h e m e n t,  i s  n o t e n t i r e l y  c l e a r ;  i n  an y c a s e  i t  wa s 

r e j e c t e d ,  a s  h a d  b een  e a r l i e r  p ro b e s  i n  19 69  o f  p o s s i b l e  j o i n t  a c t i o n

t o  n e u t r a l i z e  C h in e s e  n u c l e a r  f a c i l i t i e s .

T u rn in g  now  to  th e  mor e r e c e n t  p a s t  and  c u r r e n t  s i t u a t i o n ,  much

h as  ha pp en ed , i n  t h e  p e r io d  s in c e  t h e  n e g o t i a t i o n  an d  e s t a b l i s h m e n t  o f 

f u l l  d ip lo m a tic  r e l a t i o n s  w jl th  th e  PRC a y e a r  an d a  h a l f  a g o . W it h o u t 

mak ing a c o m p re h e n siv e  r e v ie w , i t  may be  u s e f u l  t o  n o te  some s a l i e n t  

d ev e lo p m en ts , w i th  a  p a r t i c u l a r  ey e  on  S o v ie t  p e r c e p t io n s  o f  A m eri can  

o b je c t iv e s  an d  a c t i o n s .  D e s p i te  d i r e c t  A m er ic an  a s s u r a n c e s  t o  Mosco w 

in  1978 an d 19 79  (a n d , I n d e e d , e v e r  s i n c e  19 69 ) t h a t  o u r  im p ro v in g  

r e l a t i o n s  w i th  C h in a  w er e n o t  d i r e c t e d  a g a i n s t  th e  S o v ie t  U n io n , S o v ie t  

s u s p ic io n s  h a v e ,  p e rh a p s  n a t u r a l l y ,  r e m a in e d . T h ese  s u s p i c io n s  h a v e  *

grow n s in c e  May 1978 , wh en D r. B r z e z in s k i  v i s i t i n g  B e i j i n g  an d  sp o k e  

r a t h e r  o p e n ly  o f  b a i t i n g  ’’th e  P o la r  b e a r "  t o  th e  n o r t h .  Th e

dev el opm en t o f . c l o s e r  t i e s  b e tw een  J a p a n  and  C h in a , e n c o u ra g e d  by  th e  

U n it e d  S t a t e s  ( q u i t e  w i s e ly ,  I n  my v ie w ) , a l s o  a g g r a v a te d  t h e i r  c o n c e rn  

o v e r  S in o -A m e ri can  t i e s .  A new an d more om in ou s g lo b a l  " e n c i r c l e m e n t ’’ 

o f th e  S o v ie t  U nio n wa s s e e n .  T h is  w as  a l s o  e x a c e rb a te d  by  o t h e r
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d ev e lo p m en ts  in c lu d in g  S o v ie t  f e a r s  of  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f A m er ic an  an d 

C h in e se  a c q u i s i t i o n  o f a f o o th o ld  i n  A f g h a n is ta n , a s  th e  M a rx is t  re g im e 

th e r e  h ad  i n c r e a s i n g  d i f f i c u l t i e s  i n  a t t e m p t in g  t o  e x e r t  c o n t r o l  fr om  

l a t e  19 78  to  t h e  en d  o f  19 79  an d th e  d i r e c t  S o v ie t  m i l i t a r y

i n t e r v e n t io n .  >•—

Of p a r t i c u l a r  im p o rta n c e  was  th e  im p a c t on  Moscow o f  th e  

c o n ju n c t io n  o f mov es  a t  th e  end  o f  1978  an d  b e g in n in g  o f  1 9 7 9 . F i r s t  

'  o f  a l l ,  n o t o n ly  d id  th e  U n it e d  S t a t e s  move t o  e s t a b l i s h  f u l l

d ip lo m a tic  r e l a t i o n s  w ith  C h in a , b u t  i t  d id  so  a t  a ti m e  and  i n  a  way 

w hic h  ga ve  p re c e d e n c e  t o  t h a t  a c t i o n  o v e r  t h e  c o n c lu s io n  o f  th e  SALT I I  

t r e a t y  an d s c h e d u l in g  o f  an  A m e r ic a n -S o v ie t su m m it  m e e t in g . ( In d e e d , 

th e  su b se q u e n t d e la y  I n  c o n c lu d in g  SALT I I ,  th o u g h  th e  c h a in  o f  e v e n ts  

c o u ld  n o t hav e b e e n  f o r e s e e n  a t  t h a t  t im e , may h av e  b een  f a t a l  t o  th e  

t r e a t y . )  Th e v i s i t  o f  Deng X a io p in g  t o  t h e  U n it e d  S t a t e s  i n  J a n u a ry  

1979  wa s of p a r t i c u l a r  moment b e c a u s e  o f h i s  h i n t s  d u r in g  t h a t  v i s i t  o f

a C h in ese  a t t a c k  on  V ie tn am  t o  " t e a c h  th em  a l e s s o n "  —  a n  e v e n t  w h ic h

d id  o c c u r i n  F e b r u a ry . Th e U n it e d  S t a t e s  o p p o se d  t h e  C h in e s e  i n v a s io n ,  

an d a tt e m p te d  p r i v a t e l y  i n  a d v a n c e  t o  d is s u a d e  t h e  C h in e s e  fr o m  I t .

(We d id  n o t ,  h o w ev e r,  c o n s u l t  w i th  th e  S o v ie t s  on  t h i s  im p en d in g  t h r e a t  

to  t h e  p e a c e .)  Some S o v ie t  co m m enta ry , p ro b a b ly  f o r  p ro p a g a n d a  

p u rp o s e s , c la im e d  o r  im p l ie d  A m eri can  c o l l u s i o n  I n  th e  C h in e s e  a t t a c k ,
*

b u t  th e  r e a l  S o v ie t  ju d g m en t p ro b a b ly  wa s t h a t  th e  C h in e s e  h ad

s u c c e s s f u l l y  u se d  t h e  Deng v i s i t  t o  n e u t r a l i z e  A m eri can  o p p o s i t i o n  an d  

* to  co nv ey  an  im p re s s io n  o f  A m eri can  s u p p o r t  w h ic h  Moscow u n d e r s to o d  we

d id  n o t r e a l l y  g i v e .  A t t h e  sa me t im e , th e  S in o -A m e ri c a n  ra p p ro c h e m e n t 

d id  p o se  r e a l  u n c e r t a i n t i e s  t o  Moscow on  how  th e  U n it e d  S t a t e s  w ould

r e a c t  i f  th e  S o v ie t  U ni on  w ere  t o  m ee t th e  C h in e s e  a t t a c k  on  V ie tn a m , a



S o v ie t a l l y ,  by  a s i m i l a r  m easu re d  S o v ie t  m i l i t a r y  move a g a in s t  C h in a .

I n  t h a t  s e n s e , i t  may h av e  h e lp e d  d e t e r  s u c h  a  S o v ie t  m ov e.  B ut i t  

l e f t  Moscow c o n ce rn ed  a t  t h e  S in o -A m e ri c a n  t i e  a s  a h o s t i l e  d ev e lo p m en t 

w h ic h  a t  l e a s t  C h in a , i f  n o t  a l s o  th e  U n i te d  S t a t e s ,  m ig h t e x p l o i t  i n

o th e r  wa ys  as w e l l  a g a i n s t  S o v ie t  i n t e r e s t s .  The  C h in e s e , i n  o t h e r  

w o rd s , w er e p la y in g  ” th e  A m eri can  c a r d "  a g a i n s t  th e  USSR.

Th e C h in ese  i n c u r s io n  i n t o  V ie tn am , w h ic h  C h in a  in d e e d  may h av e

c o n s id e re d  s a f e r  to  u n d e r ta k e  a f t e r  e s t a b l i s h i n g  A m er ic an  t i e s ,  c l e a r l y

h ad  a  numb er o f  a d v e rs e  e f f e c t s  on  A m eri can  I n t e r e s t s .  Th e V ie tn a m e se

t i e  to  Moscow was s t r e n g th e n e d ,  an d S o v ie t  u s e  o f  m i l i t a r y  b a s e s  i n

V ie tn am  wa s in c r e a s e d .  The  U n it e d  S t a t e s  w as  p u t  i n  t h e  p o s i t i o n  o f  a  

s e m i- a l ly  of  C hin a an d o f  P o l  P o t 's  K am pu ch ea . R is k s  o f  a

S o v ie t- C h in e s e  d i r e c t  c o n f l i c t  g re w . And S o v ie t  s u s p i c io n s  an d

co n c e rn s  o v e r th e  S ln o -A m e ri c a n  ra p p ro c h e m e n t gr ew  g r e a t l y .

D uri ng  th e  m on th s f o l lo w in g  th e  C h in e s e  a t t a c k  on  V ie tn am ,

S ln o -A m eri can  r e l a t i o n s  c o n t in u e d  t o  d e v e lo p  on a  b ro a d  s c a l e .

Eco no m ic  t i e s  d e v e lo p e d . Man y h ig h  l e v e l  v i s i t s  to o k  p l a c e .  Th e

develo pm ent w hic h  m ost  a la rm e d  Moscow wa s V ic e  P r e s i d e n t  M o n d a le 's  -

s t a te m e n t ,  d u r in g  h i s  v i s i t  to  C h in a  i n  A u g u s t 1 9 7 9 , r e f e r r i n g  t o  

" p a r a l l e l  A m er ic an  an d C h in e s e  s t r a t e g i c  i n t e r e s t s . "

Th e U n it e d  S t a t e s  d id  s e e k  i n i t i a l l y  t o  m a in ta in  a b a la n c e  I n  i t s  

r e l a t i o n s  w it h  C hin a an d t h e  S o v ie t  U n io n , an d a d o p te d  an  "e v e n -h a n d e d "  

a p p ro a c h , ai m ed  a t  e x te n d in g  e q u a l  t r a d e  and  o t h e r  p r i v i l e g e s  —  an d 

r e s t r i c t i o n s  - -  t o  b o th  m a jo r  Co mmun is t p o w e rs . B ut  d u r in g  1979 , a s

A m e ri c a n -S o v ie t r e l a t i o n s  c o n t in u e d  to  d e t e r i o r a t e ,  we aban doned  i n

p r a c t i c e  th e  e v en -h an d ed  a p p r o a c h . By D ec em be r we g ra n te d  M os t F a v o re d

N a ti o n  (MFN) t r a d e  s t a t u s  t o  C h in a , b u t  n o t to  t h e  S o v ie t  U ni on
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d e s p i t e  s ta te m e n ts  o n ly  m on th s e a r l i e r  o f i n t e n t i o n  to  c o u p le  th em . 

T h ese  d ev e lo p m en ts  w er e n o te d  by  Mo sco w w ith  d e e p e n in g  s u s p i c i o n .  

M eanw hil e , d e s p i t e  t h e s e  d e v e lo p m e n ts , th e  C h in e se  b e l i e v e d  t h a t  we 

w er e n o t d o in g  en oug h t o  s u p p o r t  th em  and  to  c o u n te r  t h e  S o v ie t  U n io n . 

S e e in g  t h e i r  I n t e r e s t s b e s t  s e r v e d  by  b a d  r e l a t i o n s  b e tw e e n  th e  

U .S . an d th e  USSR, th e y  oppose d  su c h  mov es  a s th e  C a r te r -B re z h n e v

su m m it , th e  SALT I I  T re a ty , and  th e  c o n t in u in g  MBFR an d CSCE 

a c t i v i t i e s .  C h in a  oppose d  d e t e n t e  b e tw een  th e  W e s te rn  P ow ers  an d th e

S o v ie t  U n io n .

Th e s h a rp  t u r n  i n  A m er ic an  p o l i c y  fo l lo w in g  th e  S o v ie t  o c c u p a t io n  

o f  A fg h a n is ta n  r e in f o r c e d  a l l  t h e s e  t e n d e n c i e s .  S e c r e t a r y  o f  D efe n se  

B ro w n 's  v i s i t  to  B e i j in g  —  whe n no  A m eri can  S e c r e ta r y  o f  D e fe n se  h as

e v e r  v i s i t e d  Moscow —  s e t  th e  t o n e .  The  v i s i t  had  b e e n  s c h e d u le d

b e f o r e  A fg h a n is ta n , b u t  som e o f  t h e  s t a te m e n ts  mad e d u r in g  t h a t  v i s i t  

an d e n s u in g  d ev e lo p m en ts  mapked a f u r t h e r  U .S . t u r n  t o  c l o s e r  C h in ese  

t i e s ,  an d to  e v id e n t  e f f o r t s  t o  c o o r d in a t e  a c t i o n s  c o u n te r  t o  th e  

S o v ie t  U n io n . In  p a r t i c u l a r ,  t h e  d e c i s i o n  t o  p r o v id e  a ra n g e  o f 

m i l i t a r y  equ ip m en t to  C hi na c o n t r a v e n e d  o u r  own s t a t e d  p o l i c y  p o s i t i o n  

o f  j u s t  a y e a r  e a r l i e r .  Moscow c o u ld  n o t  f a i l  t o  s e e  t h i s  a s  

develo p m en t o f an  a n t i - S o v i e t  c o a l i t i o n ,  j u s t  a s  th e y  h ad  e a r l i e r  

s u s p e c te d  an d f e a r e d .

M os t s t r i k i n g  o f  a l l  wa s t h e  enorm ous d i f f e r e n c e  i n  A m er ic an  

r e a c t i o n  to  th e  p a r t i a l l y  p a r a l l e l  C h in e s e  an d S o v ie t  m i l i t a r y  

i n t e r v e n t io n s  t h a t  open ed  an d c lo s e d  t h e  y e a r .  When Com m un is t C hin a

in v a d e d  Co mmun ist  V ie tn am  w it h  s e v e r a l  h u n d re d  th o u sa n d  men i n  F e b ru a ry

19 79 , th e  U n it e d  S t a t e s  d e p lo re d  t h e  a c t  b u t  p ro c e e d e d  a t  t h a t  v e ry  

ti m e  w it h  a v i s i t  by  S e c r e ta r y  B lu m e n th a l an d  t h e  e x p a n s io n  o f
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S in o -A m eri can  ec onom ic  t i e s .  I n  J a n u a ry  19 80  th e  U n it e d  S t a t e s  r e a c te d  

to  th e  S o v ie t m i l i t a r y  o c c u p a t io n  o f  Com m un is t A f g h a n is ta n  I n  l a t e  

Dec em be r by  a p u n i t i v e  p o l i c y  I n c lu d in g  s h a rp  c u r t a i l m e n t  o f  a w id e 

ra n g e  of p o l i t i c a l ,  ec onom ic  an d  c u l t u r a l  r e l a t i o n s  w i th  t h e  S o v ie t  

Union * To b e  s u r e ,  t h e r e  w er e s i g n i f i c a n t  g e o p o l i t i c a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  in
*

th e  two s i t u a t i o n s ,  an d I  do  n o t  s u g g e s t  o u r  r e a c t i o n  s h o u ld  

n e c e s s a r i l y  hav e been  t h e  sa m e. B ut fr o m  M osc ow 's  p e r s p e c t i v e ,  th e  

U n it e d  S ta te s  wa s n o t  o n ly  a p p ly in g  a d o u b le  s t a n d a r d  t o  t h e  S o v ie t  *

a c t i o n  a s  co m pa re d ( i n  t h e i r  e y e s )  w i th  som e p a s t  A m eri can  a c t i o n s ,  b u t

ev en  a s  co m pa re d w i th  C h in a!

I n  c o n c lu d in g , I  s h a l l  l i k e  t o  ma ke s e v e r a l  re c o m m e n d a ti o n s .

1 . A m er ic an  p o l i c y  to w ard  C h in a  s h o u ld  be  b a s e d

p r im a r i ly  on  A m er ic an  i n t e r e s t s  v i s - a - v i s  C h in a , w i th  c l e a r

r e c o g n i t io n  o f  a r e a s  o f  common o r  c o n g ru e n t  i n t e r e s t s ,  an d

o th e r  a r e a s  o f d iv e r g in g  an d o p p o s in g  i n t e r e s t s .

2 . Th e U n it e d  S t a t e s  s h o u ld  t a k e  a c c o u n t  o f  S o v ie t

s e n s i t i v i t i e s  i n  f ra m in g  o u r  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  th e  PRC , an d

v ic e  v e r s a ,  b u t  we s h o u ld  b e  g u id e d  by  o u r  own i n t e r e s t s  —

w hic h In c lu d e  n o t  p e rm a n e n tl y  a l i e n a t i n g  a g a in  e i t h e r  t h e

USSR o r  t h e  PRC .

3 . The  U n it e d  S t a t e s  s h o u ld  n o t  t r y  t o  p la y  a  "C h in a  *

c a rd "  a g a i n s t  th e  USSR, n o t o n ly  b e c a u s e  t h a t  e x a c e r b a te s

U .S .- S o v ie t  r e l a t i o n s ,  b u t  a l s o  b e c a u s e  i t  d i s t o r t s  *

U .S .- C h in e s e  r e l a t i o n s ;  I f  an d a s  we a r e  a b le  t o  im p ro v e  

A m e ric a n -S o v ie t r e l a t i o n s ,  we m ig h t th e n  a n ta g o n iz e  and

d i s i l l u s i o n  th e  C h in e s e  o v e r  o u r  r e l a t i o n s h i p  w i th  th em
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4 . C h in a  i s  n o t an  a l l y  o f th e  U n it e d  S t a t e s  and  we 

sh o u ld  n o t  be co me an  a l l y  o f th e  PRC. When we h a v e  common 

i n t e r e s t s ,  o u r  p u r s u i t  o f  th em  w i l l  com e n a t u r a l l y ,  b u t  we 

sh o u ld  n o t  e n t e r  i n t o  co m m itm en ts  o r  a l ig n m e n t .

5 .  The  U n it e d  S t a t e s  sh o u ld  n o t  b u i l d  up  C h in e s e  

po wer  —  i n  p a r t i c u l a r  m i l i t a r y  po w er  —  b e c a u s e  o f  th e  

im p li e d  co m m it m en t,  b e c a u s e  i t  w oul d u n n e c e s s a r i l y  p ro v o k e  

th e  S o v ie t  U n io n , b e c a u s e  i t  w ou ld  o r i e n t  C h in e s e  

d ev e lo p m en t away fr om  n eed ed  ec onom ic  p u r s u i t s ,  an d b e c a u s e  

C h in e se  i n t e r e s t s  d i f f e r  fr om  o u r  own an d  t h e  C h in e s e  may 

so m etim e u s e  t h i s  pow er  i n  way s d e t r i m e n ta l  t o  A m eri can

i n t e r e s t s .

6 .  T he  U n it e d  S t a t e s  sh o u ld  r e t u r n  t o  a  b a la n c e d  

p o l ic y  o f  e v e n -h a n d e d n e s s  to w ard  th e  PRC an d  th e  USSR.  Th e 

U .S . may  c u r t a i l  o r  S usp end  som e b e n e f i t s  to  one o r  th e  

o th e r  ow in g t o  a c t i o n s  we r e g a rd  a s  o b j e c t i o n a b l e ,  a s  we 

d id  f o l lo w in g  th e  S o v ie t  o c c u p a t io n  o f  A f g h a n i s ta n , b u t  o u r .  

b a s i c  p o l i c y  s h o u ld  re m a in  on e o f  d e s i r i n g  e q u a l  go od  

r e l a t i o n s  w i th  b o th  pow er s wh en t h e i r  a c t i o n s  a l l o w .  3 o th  

sh o u ld  b e  t r e a t e d  on  an  e q u a l  b a s i s  so  lo n g  a s  t h e i r  

p o l i c i e s  j u s t i f y  i t  ( e . g . ,  MFN, e q u a l  COCOM r e s t r i c t i o n s ) .  

C u r t a i l i n g  o r  w i th h o ld in g  b e n e f i t s  fr om  on e p o w e r , h o w e v e r,  

sh o u ld  n o t  mean t i p p i n g  t h e  b a la n c e  and  g r a n t i n g  pr em iu m  

b e n e f i t s  ab ove th e  common e q u a l  s t a n d a r d  t o  t h e  o t h e r .  Th e 

U n it e d  S t a t e s  n o t  o n ly  im pose d p e n a l t i e s  on  t h e  USSR i n  

19 80 , we  a l s o  made a  " t i l t "  to w ard  t h e  PRC w hic h  u n b a la n c e d  

o u r  own s t a n c e ,  an d w h ic h  wa s n o t i n  o u r  i n t e r e s t s .

66-437 0 - 8 1 - 7



Mr.  W olff . Th an k you very much,  Mr.  Am bassador.
We will  now proceed.
Dr . Petr ov .

STATEMENT OF VLA DIMIR PETROV, INSTITUTE  FOR SINO-SOVIET 
STUDIES, GEORGE WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY

Mr. P etrov. Mr. Ch air man , le t me st ar t by ad m itt in g my biases in 
rega rd  to in ter na tio na l affa irs.  I  conside r every gover nm ent  in effec tive 
con tro l of  a country  as a leg itimate  in te rp re te r of  th at co un try ’s na 
tio na l in te re st ; the  m oral ity  or i mmorali ty  o f i ts in ter na l an d e xte rna l 
polic ies i s outside th e scope of  my pro fessional  preoccu pat ion s. I accept 
pow er po liti cs as a f ac t o f life bu t I am also aw are  th at  po lit ica l prob 
lems c an ra re ly  be solved  by  m ili ta ry  m eans  and  t hat  dy namic security  
polic ies severely  tax  the  n at ion’s economic an d po lit ica l resources and  
st ra in  all ied  rel ationships.  I  do no t rega rd  th re at s of  wa r, especial ly 
nucle ar wa r, as a viab le means of  resolv ing  U ni ted State s-S ov iet  d if 
ferences. Suc h th reat s cr eate a c redibi lit y g ap  re su lti ng  in a n unhea lth y 
urg e to fill it  by  ever gr ea ter th re at s or  by  some act ion  fo r the sake  o f 
action. I  believe th at  major  na tio ns  are doomed  to coexist  wi th  each 
othe r wh ethe r the y like, it  or  no t, an d th at  no na tio n can  obtain to tal  
securi ty. In  my view, the pr incipa l th re at  to  in te rn at iona l orde r and  
to ou r prospe rit y in the  yea rs ahead is posed by volat ile  pol itic s in 
Thi rd  W or ld  na tions  an d by va rio us  reg ion al conf licts  which  great 
powers wi ll be unable to con tro l ei ther  separat ely  or  in concert . F i
na lly , in disc uss ing  pol icy im pl ica tio ns  fo r the Un ite d State s I lean  
hea vily towa rd  wh at is fea sib le an d tr y  to keep  in mi nd  lon g-rang e 
consequences of  acti ons  aim ed a t resolv ing  crises at  hand .

MOSCOW SECURITY CONCERNS

In  ad dressin g the  sub jec t of  my tes tim ony, Sov iet  per cep tions of  
Un ite d State s-P eople’s Re public of  Ch ina  rel ations, I sha ll focus  on 
Moscow’s security  concerns . B ut  I  be ar  in mind  th at  such concerns can
not be div orced from  the  bas ic p oli tical at tit ud es  and wh at  w*e may ca ll 
the  “perso na lit y” of  the  Sov iet Government  in the  c onduct of its  fo r
eign  policies, both o f w hich  a re firm ly rooted in Sov iet histo ric  ex pe ri
ences. Th e pr inc ipal Sov iet str ateg ic  o bjec tive  in ti e l as t 25 vears has 
been to  f ru st ra te  the Am erican  s tra tegy  o f “con tainm ent,” which  ca lls 
fo r dr aw ing the  line of  r esi stance  to the Sov iets  as close as poss ible to 
th ei r bor der s. In  p ur su it  o f th is  objec tive , the Sov iets  h ave cu ltiv ate d 
rel ati ons wi th nonal ine d na tio ns  w ith  pro nou nced an ti- W es tern  co lor
at ion;  they  s up po rte d na tio na l-l iberat ion mov ements in form er  E ur o
pean colonies; and the y tri ed  to  hold toge ther  th ei r all ian ce  syste m, 
whose mem bers  p rofess  to  be “so cia lis t” in th ei r in ternal  mak eup. Th e 
exp ans ion  of  th is all iance sys tem, pu rp or tedly su pp or tin g Sov iet as
ser tions th at t he  co rre lat ion  of f orces in  the  w orld has been sh if tin g t o
wa rd  socia lism, has  a lso forme d the  foun da tio n of the  Sovie t c laim to 
bein g a g lobal pow er r ival ing the  Un ite d S tates.

KEEPING  ENEM Y OFF BALANCE

Exa gg er at in g th ei r st re ng ths an d down play ing  th ei r weaknesses 
has  lon g been a Sov iet means of  keeping the “en emy” off bala nce  in 
orde r to  ga in time fo r bu ild ing up  act ual pow er and fo r enhan cing
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Soviet security. The appearance of Communist unity  helped to create, 
in the 1950’s, the image o f Communist monolith, which was so men
acing to us tha t it paralyzed our political initiat ives and made the 
artificial concept of a bipolar world  dominate our strategic thinking. 
One result was th at in our preoccupation with the expansion of Soviet 
influence we saw any shi ft to the left in any country’s politics as a 
threat to our v ital interests. Another result was that we have come to 
regard  the size of our strateg ic arsenal as a decisive measure of Ameri
can power.

The Communist monolith, if  it ever existed, disintegrated  more than  
15 years ago when the People’s Republic of China, by far  the most 
important Soviet ally, hated and feared in the United States since the 
Korean war, asserted its independence from Moscow and assumed an 
unmistakably anti-Soviet posture. This change was of enormous sig
nificance to the Soviets. Instead of a powerful friend, seen as an exten
sion of Soviet power, they acquired an enemy whom they perceived to 
be threatening  the phvsical security of the  Soviet Union. Those of us 
who remember the agita tion in this country over Castro’s revolution in 
Cuba, “only 90 miles from our shores,” du ring  the 1960 Presidential 
campaign, or even the recent excitement over the presence of a “Soviet 
brigade” in Cuba, may only marvel at the relative  composure with 
which the Soviets have adjusted to the China menace.

Given their perception of China and their mode of dealing with re
calci trant junio r allies, there  was nothing the Soviets could do to pre
vent China’s defection. Because of Mao’s vigilance, they had no means 
to manipulate internal Chinese politics. The harsh  economic sanctions 
which they imposed in order  to break China ’s will produced opposite 
results in spite of the weak in ternational position o f the  People’s Re
public of China, and the ir attempts to isolate it in the Communist 
world also failed. I n 1969, the Soviets briefly considered the possibility 
of a milita ry action but dismissed i t : China was no Hungary  or Czecho
slovakia. In  time, Moscow accepted the  reali ty of China’s alienation, 
leaving the  door fo r reconciliation formally open and praying that the 
United  States, then engrossed in the Vietnam war, wouldn’t take ad
vantage o f the vi rtual breakdown of the “socialist system.” By posting 
sizable mil itary  forces a long the border as a deterrent, they reduced 
the Chinese thre at to a controllable level. We can also assume th at 
conflict with the People’s Republic of China provided additional impe
tus to the  Soviet st rategic buildup.

UNITE D STATES-SOVIET DETENTE

With the launching of United States-Sovie t detente in 1972, the 
Soviets hoped tha t the concurrent Uni ted States-People’s Republic  of 
China rapprochement would no t lead to an American-Chinese entente. 
These hopes were based on our presumed concerns for the security of 
Taiwan and the  AS EAN states and on the  assumption of the primacy 
of relations  with the Soviet Union in American foreign policy. The  
subsequent developments have demonstrated tha t Soviet calculations 
were erroneous. As the post-Vietnam syndrome wore out, the laten t 
American determination to regain the claim to world leadership— 
inevitably measured in opposition to  the Soviet Union—asserted itself. 
While United States-Soviet relations deteriora ted. Un ited States-Peo-
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pie’s Republic of China grew more cordial, ultimately resulting in 
normalization in December 1978.

As seen from Moscow’s vantage point, the Chinese are succeeding in 
achieving their  basic foreign policy objective, that  of maintaining a 
high level of tension between the United States  and the Soviet Union. 
Aft er the People’s Republic of China, under Sta lin’s pressure, inte r
vened in the Korean war, it became an interna tional  outcast, wholly 
dependent on the Soviet Union for  its security and economic assistance. 
Hav ing learned the painfu l lesson, the Chinese in the late 1950’s tried 
to gain room for diplomatic maneuver by pushing the  Soviets toward 
confrontation with the United  States. Their a ttempts to frus trate  the 
Soviet policy of “peaceful coexistence” w ith the United States—not 
unreasonably perceived in Peking as designed to exclude the People’s 
Republic of  China  from playing an active role in world affairs—have 
been a cause of great ir rita tion  in Moscow. China’s refusal to be drawn 
into the Vietnam war, in which they saw the Soviets pitted against 
the United States, the anti-Soviet thru st of the “cultura l revolution,” 
and the terr itori al disputes led to a complete break between the Com
munist giants. In the 1970’s, as we know, the People’s Republic of 
China shifted to the U.S. side by making a common cause with those 
forces in this country which, in the face of the general weakening of 
the American interna tional position, sought to play the “China card” 
against the Soviet Union.

RESISTING MANIPULATION

The Soviets ful ly anticipate tha t the Chinese will resist American 
attempts to manipulate  them, just as they resisted similar Soviet 
attempts. The expectation in Moscow is tha t it will be the People’s 
Republic of China which will increasingly influence U.S. policies as, 
in our anxieties and frust rations, we become more dependent on 
Peking’s friendsh ip and goodwill. The Soviets see the Chinese as 
provid ing a sense of direction for U.S. strategy in East  Asia and else
where, while retain ing a maximum flexibility for  themselves.

In countering the danger of the emerging United States-People’s 
Republic of China coalition, the Soviets increased their support of 
Hanoi in its ambition to dominate Indochina, and in the process to 
deprive the People’s Republic of China of one of its few allies. Pol 
Po t’s Democratic Kampuchea. We may also assume t ha t the Soviets 
sent their  troops to Afghan istan out of fear that th at client state  might 
fall into hostile hands as a result of in ternal disorders aggravated by 
covert operations carried out of Pakis tan, the principal ally of the 
People’s Republic of China. The prospect of the neutral ization of 
Pakistan itself, currently a major  Soviet objective, is a major cause 
of worry to China.

A longer range Soviet goal is to exploit the growing strains in the 
American security system. Just as the confrontational policies of the 
Car ter administra tion have brough t China closer to the United States, 
the same policies have accounted for a weakening of our influence in 
Western Europe  and Japan.  None of our allies follows Carter’s tough 
line, be it against Iran or against the Soviet Un ion ; nor do they want 
to have any part in our strateg ic undertakings in the Middle East. 
Although they welcome a prospect of a stronger China counterbalanc-
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ing t he  S oviet  U nio n, in no sense do the y rega rd  it  as  a pa rtne r,  c ap a
ble and wi lling  to coord ina te its  fo rei gn  pol icy wi th the W es t or  to  
in tegrate  wi th  ca pi ta lis t democracies  in socia l and economic terms . 
Such at tit ud es  offer  the  Sov iets  ce rta in  op po rtu ni tie s fo r diplo mati c 
in itiati ve s aim ed at red uc ing th e impac t of  th e Uni ted State s-P eople’s 
Republic of  Ch ina en ten te on Sovie t sec uri ty,  op po rtu ni tie s likely  to  
increase i f Ro na ld Re agan  i s elected Pres iden t of  th e Uni ted Sta tes .

SUPERPOWER CONFRONTATION

In  m y conside red opin ion , a dir ect  sup erp ow er co nfrontati on  po in t
ing to  a m ili ta ry  showdo wn cannot  adv ance int ere sts  of th is  Na tion. 

w In  spit e o f all the sca ry and not very resp ons ible  wa r ta lk  a nd  gr ea te r
ou tlays  fo r defe nse , we do no t reall y in ten d to  figh t a nucle ar wa r, 
lim ited or  otherw ise , ris ki ng  the  live s of  mi llions of Amer ican s; and 
we c er ta in ly  are  no t equ ipp ed to wage a con ven tion al wa r ag ains t the 
Sov iet Un ion , ei ther  by ourselves or  toge ther  wi th the Chinese.  Such 
a wa r, be i t in  E ur op e or  in the  M idd le Eas t, is bou nd to escala te and 
no na tio n, inclu ding  Ch ina, is go ing  to  follow our lead  to  holocaust.  
Sh or t o f w ar,  th e economic and po liti ca l costs to th is  N ation  o f pu rsu
ing a glo bal  str ateg y of  “con tain ing” Sovie t exp ans ion ism —wh ate ver 
th at  means—are  eno rmo us and , in a long run,  unsus tainab le.  On top  
of  i t, even if  we for ge  a  se curity  l ink wi th the Chinese while somehow 
succeeding  in preserving  ou r ex ist ing  alliances, there is absolu tely  
no r eason to  expect th a t a gr ea te r proje ction  of  Am erican  pow er will  
induce  the  Sovie ts to mend th ei r ways to ou r lik ing .

To  sum up , I  believe th a t in the  1980’s the  circumstance s wil l forc e 
us to  rede fine  ou r na tio na l in ter es t more modes tly,  and th a t we will  
hav e to  foc us less at tent io n on the Soviets  and m ore on the a rea s of  cr it 
ica l importa nce fo r th is  c ou nt ry ’s w ell-b eing . I  also  hope th a t we w ill 
come to un de rst an d th a t advanc ing  sta bi lit y in the  wo rld  throug h 
constructive  economic and politi cal  policies  is likely  to serv e ou r in 
ter es ts be tte r th an  ill-conceive d and desta bil izi ng  arm s tran sfer s,  de
velopment of  ye t an othe r an d an othe r wea pons system,  and res or tin g 
to in tim idat ion of fr iend  an d foe alike as a major  m ethod of  o ur  for- 

< eign policy.

FRIEN DLY UNITE D STATES-PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF CH INA RELATIONS

W ith  rega rd  to Ch ina . I feel th at  a fri en dly and  coo perativ e rela - 
* tionship  wi th it is all we should str ive  for , at  least un til  th at  nation

completes th e process o f i nterna l t ra ns iti on  an d c ha rts  its f ut ur e course 
wi th gr ea ter cla rity. We can’t wish away the Sov iet Un ion , b ut  i f we 
are  una ble  to find ways of  ge tti ng  alo ng  wi th  it,  we c an at  l eas t stop 
ex ag ge ra tin g Sov iet desire—and ab ili ty—to dam age  o ur  in ter es ts and  
th reaten  ou r physica l sec uri ty.  A t th e top of  ou r na tio na l agenda I  
wou ld pu t the  resto ra tio n of the economic pow er o f the  U ni ted State s 
and the  str en gthe ning , in g enu ine  par tn er sh ip , of it s re lat ion s w ith  ou r 
tra di tion al  allies.

PERCEPTIONS AFFECT POLICY

One general  obs erv ation. “Pe rce pt ion s” affect gov ern me nt policies  
bu t do no t nec essarily reflect ac tua l concern s o f the governments . Sec
re ta ry  of  D efense  B rown  says  tha t he knows th at  t he  S oviets are  pre-
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paring for a “limited” or “prolonged” nuclear war but he is careful 
not to assert tha t they intend to launch one, and what he actually 
thinks, we don’t know. The public, at least, is much more concerned 
about the safety of nuclear reactors in powerplants than with the 
possibility of annihila tion of our whole Nation. Chinese leaders say 
tha t the Soviets are  on the march to  conquer the world and th at world 
war TIT is inevitable, but whether they actually believe it, or even fear 
the Soviets, we don’t know. The Soviets, juggl ing quotations from 
Chinese public s tatements assert t hat  the People’s Republic of China 
is determined to become the leading world milita ry power, but whether 
they actually consider it  likely to happen in th is century or next, we 
again don’t know.

Professional strategists, in evolving thei r concepts, cite milita ry 
capabilities of the would-be enemy as a proof of his evil intentions. 
Then, having  assumed tha t his intentions are evil, they project the 
growth of his capabilities to scary dimensions—and hurry to devise 
thei r responses accordingly. The result is a vicious circle, for greater 
milita ry build-up demands perpetuation of the atmosphere of hostil
ity, in the end producing less and less security for all concerned. We 
don’t know whether perceptions of strategists are genuinely held or 
have foundations in reality, but the possibility of a blowup and the 
even grea ter possibility of exhaust ing our materia l resources in pur
suit of unatta inable  security, remain with us. Elim inating these dan
gers calls for a statesmanship which at one moment doesn’t obtain, 
either in Moscow or in Peking  or in the XTnited States.

Mr. W olff. Dr. Petrov,  we have a vote on tha t we have to answer 
the call. We have a dual responsibili ty, so we will have to recess now.

Mr. Mica. Mr. Chairman, before we recess, I would jus t like to take 
this oppor tunity , reading the comments tha t you used in opening 
this meeting, I would like to associate myself with your comments 
regarding  the current Taiwan debate.

Mr. Wolff. Thank you very much.
We stand in recess to go vote.
[A brie f recess was taken.]
Mr. Wolff. The committee will resume. We will continue with the 

statement  of Mr. Garrett .
You  wi ll pl ea se  pro cee d.

STATEMENT OF BANNING GARRETT, RESEARCH ASSOCIATE,
INSTITUTE  OF INTERNATIONAL STUDIES, UNIVER SITY OF
CALIFORNIA AT BERKELEY

Mr. Garrett. Mr. Chairman and committee members, I am especially 
pleased to test ify before this committee. Your 1975-76 hearings on 
the Great  Power T riangle remain a uniquely important  public docu
ment on Sino-American relations, and I hope th is set of hearings is equally successful.

Let me say a t the outset th at I prepa red a very long testimony, as I ’m sure you are aware now.
Mr. Wolff. Your complete testimony will be included in the record.
Mr. Garrett. I  would urge people to look through  it, because the 

details in this part icular type of testimony I think are of great  importance.
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The new American relationship with China has been one of the 

most significant developments in U.S. foreign policy over the last 
decade. The bilateral aspects of the United States-China rapproche
ment, especially the  normalization process, have received a grea t deal 
of public and congressional attention.  But  the underlying strategic 
aspect of the Sino-American connection—which pushed the  two powers 
together 9 years ago and continues to be the basis of the relationship— 
has received remarkably little  public discussion. I might add, with 
the exception of your hearings.

With in the Government, however, the strateg ic relationship with 
China has been the subject of intense debates for the last 7 years, 
including a vehement struggle over whether to go public with the 
issue of establishing military ties with China.

DETAILED DEFENSE FLA NS

Emerging from the struggle has been a series of detailed plans for 
establishing such a defense relationship with China—a policy per
ceived by both its proponents and its opponents as having potentially 
profound repercussions on our relations with the Soviet Union.

In  spite of the known risks, however, the Carter administration 
has nevertheless come to embrace thi s policy. The Republican Par ty 
platform speaks of “transfe rrin g to China technology with offensive 
milit ary applications,” and Ronald Reagan 4 years  ago te rmed U.S. 
arms sales to China a “natura l development.”

In  short, we are developing a milit ary relationship with China 
which is acknowledged to have far-reaching global implications for 
the United States, and this relationship is likely to be continued re
gardless of who occupies the  White House next Janu ary.  Yet there 
has l>een little  public discussion of this  strategic realinement.

A primary reason for this. I think , is the extraordinary secrecy 
with which this issue has been handled within the last three adminis
trations . Probab ly no other  issue has been more sensitive or more 
closely held than  tha t of establishing a milita ry relationship with 
China. I hope my test imony will assist the committee in its investi
gation of the past, present, and future of U nited States-China policy 
and its implications for United States-Soviet relations.

MAKING POLICY

I would like to explain briefly t ha t I  approach this subject as a po
litical scientist whose research has focused on the U.S. decisionmaking 
process and bureaucratic  politics with respect to China policy, and the 
interaction of the United States, the Soviet Union, and China as it 
has influenced and been influenced by tha t process. I am completing 
a book, “The ‘China Car d’ and Its  Origins,” based on the results of a 
3-vear studv of the subject.

In the course of my investigation, I  have interviewed nearly 100 cur
rent and fo rmer U.S. officials in the Pentagon, the State Department, 
the NSC, and the CIA. I must stress that this has been one of the most 
secretive issues in the Government. Much of what follows in my testi 
mony, which I won’t read, has been based on interviews with many 
sources, none of whom would tell the whole story.
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Let me say tha t I am as skeptical as anyone else doing this kind of 
research about attaching undue significance to studies and contingency 
plans. But in this case, my 3-year investigation leads me to conclude 
tha t the studies and planning documents that I will discuss in my 
testimony have been policy-oriented recommendations and plans tha t 
have in fact shaped policy it self and have outlined the specific steps 
for the implementation of tha t policy.

It  is significant tha t these documents continue to be closely held 
as much as 7 years after  they were written . Others, of course, will have 
to make the ir own judgments, and I hope th is testimony will serve as 
the basis for fur ther investigat ion and evaluation.
UNITE D STATES-PEOPLE’s  REPUBLIC OF CH IN A MILITAR Y RELA TION SHIP

It  is my assessment that these studies in effect have added up to a 
detailed plan for establishing a far-reach ing mili tary  relationship 
with China in an incremental, step-by-step manner, and tha t the pro
moters of the plan have occupied key positions in the Government or 
elsewhere to help move it forward  over the last 7 years.

Besides providing  essential insight into the origins  of our new 
mili tary  relationship with China, these studies also should help the 
committee to bette r understand likely futu re developments in tha t 
relationship. Except for a few leaks to the press, I believe the  Con
gress—and often  the State Departmen t—has been kept in the dark  
about these im portant planning documents and studies, almost all of 
which were done for the Defense Department.

Before describing  these studies and plans, it might be h elpfu l to 
discuss some of the key people who have been involved and to some 
degree promoted the plan for mili tary  ties with China. These peo
ple, although a small group, by no means form a clique.

There  are many sharp differences and personal animosities among 
them. Many of them will be fami liar  to  this committee, and you will 
see tha t they are not confined to one politica l party  or one administr a
tion, and they include career consultants and political appointees. 

PAST AND PRESENT PLAYERS

One of the more mysterious and secretive players in this drama, 
Michael Pillsbury, who is now a defense policy adviser to Ronald 
Reagan, testified before this committee at your last hearing held in 
July . From read ing his testimony, Mr. Chairman , I  would say he told 
you far less than  he knows about the policy issues behind the speech 
by Assistant Secretary of State Richard Holbrooke, which he analyzed 
for this committee. This is an indication of the obstacles you are up 
against in your invest igation of China policy.

Pillsbury , whose name recurs again and again in this story as a 
tireless lobbyist for milita ry ties with China in the 1973-76 period, 
is not the only Reagan campaign name involved. Former CIA analys t 
Roger Glenn Brown and former CIA National Intelligence Officer for 
China, James R. Lilley, were involved in the earlie r years of this 
debate. And Lilley last week was with Mr. Bush in Peking. They 
have both been involved with the Bush campaign, and Lilley, who
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worked with George Bush in Peking in 1974-75, spent last week in 
China with the  Republican Vice Presidential nominee.

On the Democratic side, one key figure, who published the most 
important  articles on the  subject before he joined the C arte r adminis
tration, is Richard Holbrooke. Another Carter appointee who left 
the administration 1 year ago but before that draf ted a key section 
of the only interdepartmenta l study on milit ary ties with China, 
Presidentia l Review Memorandum 24, PRM 24, is Leslie Gelb. And 
Michael Oksenberg, who was not involved until he joined Brzezinski’s 
NSC staff in 1977, wrote important  implementing documents before 
he returned to his teaching post at the Unive rsity of Michigan late 
last year.

The permanent bureaucracy also has been important,  with  GS-15 
and GS-16 officials involved from the Office of the Secretary  of De
fense, including Fra nk Tapparo, Lynn Rylander, and the current 
Deputy Assistan t Secretary of the Air Force, Wil lard  Mitchell.

Anothe r partic ipant who is well known to th is committee is our cur
rent Ambassador to Thai land,  Morton Abramowitz, who sponsored 
several key studies when he served as Deputy Assistant Secretary of 
Defense for  In ternational Security Affairs, East  Asia and the  Pacific.

A number of o ther people have played in these roles, like Reginald 
Bartholomew and Michael Armacost. I won’t go through all the peo
ple, b ut I think it is im portant to understand there has been a small 
number of  people who have moved around in the same roles, switched 
back and forth , and some have been very interested in pursu ing this 
policy. Several plann ing documents have been a key par t of tha t 
drama.

“ lr - 3 2 ”

Based on interviews with many sources. Mr. Chairman, I believe 
tha t the basic plan and rationale  for establishing a  mi litary  relation
ship wi th China was completed in March 1974, and was called “L-32.” 
It  was written by Michael Pillsbury, then a Rand analyst.

These sources agree tha t Pillsbury had proposed the idea 6 months 
earlie r in a sho rt memo tha t had a ttrac ted enough interest in the Pen
tagon to get funding for L-32. But they disagree about the contents 
of L-32, some saying i t was similar to an artic le by Pillsbury published 
later,  and others saying tha t the Rand s tudy included significant and 
“explosive” material never published. I will discuss th at publication 
in a  moment.

SECRET ME ET INGS

It  is high ly significant to note tha t Pi llsbury’s plan was proposed a t 
a time when he was holding secret monthly meetings with senior 
Chinese military officials at the United Nations. Pillsbury sent mem
orandums about those meetings to about 20 key officials a t the  Pen
tagon, CIA,  NSC, and State Department. These quasi-official meet
ings with the Chinese representatives of the People’s Liberation 
Army General Staff, including the equivalent of two generals and an 
admiral,  apparently  demonstrated serious Chinese interest in mi litary  
intelligence shar ing with the United States, and in purchasing sophis
ticated mili tary  equipment and technology from the United  States— 
this in 1973.
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I  sho uld  add , however , th at  wh eth er or  no t Ch ina  wou ld aba ndo n 
self-relianc e and  seek mili ta ry  equip me nt or  security rel ations wi th 
the  Uni ted State s was a very ho tly  deb ated issue  wi th in  the  in te lli 
gence  com munity  at  th at time.

Al thou gh  we rem ain  lar ge ly  in the  da rk  abou t th is  mysterious 
L-32 , an art icl e th at sources agree  was based on L- 32  was  publis hed  
in Septemb er 1975 by  R icha rd  Holb roo ke,  th en  e dit or  o f Fo rei gn  P ol
icy magaz ine.

Mr.  Ch airma n, vou will  recall the con trov ersy generated  by pu bl i
cat ion  of the  Pi ll^ oury ar tic le by Holbrooke , as you inv ited Pi lls bu ry  
to test ify  at  the T ria ng le  hearings. My stu dy  indica tes  th at  de spite  th e 
pub lic disavow als of  the  art icl e, it  was ac tua lly  cleared by Richard  
Solomon  at  the NSC, who repo rte dly was no t aware  o f its  significance 
a t th e time, and  by oth er,  high er  officials. W he ther  Holbrooke was 
aw are  of  the ori gin s of  Pi lls bu ry 's art icl e in the  class ified  L-32 , I do 
not know’. I  be lieve he appre cia ted  its  broader  significance , howeve r.

My stu dy  also conc ludes th at , unk nown to key mi ddle level officials 
a t th e St at e De partm ent, the  CIA , and the NSC, publi ca tion of  the  
art ic le  in F oreig n P olicy was en cou raged,  perhaps f or  diff ere nt reasons, 
by both  Se cre tar y o f S ta te  Kiss ing er,  and Se cre tar y o f D efense Schles- 
ing er,  as a t ri al  balloon.

CONTROVERSY ON L -3 2

When L-32  was fir st di st rib ut ed  in the sp rin g of  1974, it  p rovoked 
con siderable  i nte res t and controversy w ith in  the  Government , a nd  led 
to qu iet  Pe ntagon  sponsor ship of  a numb er of  othe r stud ies on the  
sub jec t ove r the  nex t several  yea rs. Mos t o f my reques ts fo r release of  
these docume nts were  tu rned  dow n, an d some of  w’ha t I did  receive 
th roug h the Fre edo m of  In fo rm at io n Ac t (F O I)  were  hea vily cen
sored,  inc lud ing  even i n one case th e ta ble  of co nten ts.

I ’ve att ached one of  th e docum ents t o my tes tim ony because  I  t hi nk  
it ’s indic ative  of  the sub jec t mat ters  discussed. Th ere were seve ral 
studie s—I  won’t go th ro ug h all  th is,  Mr. Ch air man , bu t I  will  ju st 
mention t hat  in late 1976, ju st  b efore the Car te r admi nistr at ion came 
to pow er, tw o key studie s were done by Ra nd , one by Mr. Pi lls bu ry  
cal led , “ Methods o f In te ract ion in Un ite d Sta tes -People 's Rep ubl ic of 
Ch ina Security Re lat ion s,” a nd  the o ther  was by Mr. Solomon entit led , 
“P rospect s fo r Na tio na l Se cu rity Coopera tion Between the  Un ite d 
St ates  and th e P eople ’s Rep ublic o f C hina .”

Th e co mpanion studies out lin e in de tai l p rop osed s teps towa rd closer 
sec ur ity  coopera tion  in several  mod es : contac ts betw een defen se e sta b
lish ments , inc lud ing  exc hange of  mili ta ry  att aches and vis its by de 
fense mini ste rs;  sale  of defens e-rela ted  tec hnolo gy; exchange of  in 
tel ligence;  fac ili ta tio n of  W ester n Eu rope an  a rms sales  to  C hina ; and 
lim ite d dir ect U.S . mili ta ry  assi stance  to China . An d many oth ers , I 
am told , th roug h my inte rviews.

Like  al l the  othe r do cum ents th at a re cla ssified, I  hav e n ot seen them,  
bu t I  hav e been able to  piece t og ethe r some sense  of w ha t they are  abou t.

STUD IES  DON E IN  1 9 7 0 - 7 8

Tw o more im po rta nt  studie s were  done  in the 1976-78 period by 
Lynn Rylander, then in Programs and Evaluat ion in the Office of the 
Se creta ry  of  Defense. These pl an ning  documents,  bo th en tit led  “ Im-
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plications of Sino-Soviet Conflict for U.S. Defense Programs ,” and 
done in two volumes, covered peacetime and wartime implications of 
the Sino-Soviet dispute.

Although the versions of the studies which I received under the 
FO I are highly censored, it can be discerned that the documents ad 
dressed extraordinary subjects: the second volume examined in detail 
Chinese milita ry capabilities  and possible Soviet milit ary moves 
agains t China. I t then looked a t U.S. options to counter those moves, 
including, Mr. Chairman, available U.S. weapons systems for possible 
security assistance to China, and the potential impact of various types 
of direct U.S. participat ion on China’s side in a war.

I have attached this particular  document to my testimony.
I was told by several sources tha t Consolidated Guidance No. 8, or 

CG-8 as its authors called it, was a rehash of these earlier studies, espe
cially the  Rylander studies. CG-8 was done last year and excerpts of 
it were leaked to the New York Times last October 4, shortly afte r i t 
was leaked tha t Secretary of Defense Brown would be going to China.

According to the Times and my interviews, CG-8 explored the possi
bilities of U.S. wartime aid to China, jo int contingency p lanning with 
the Chinese, including the possibility of stationing U.S. warplanes, 
naval vessels or even ground forces in  China during a crisis. Among 
the details addressed m CG-8 were pre-pos itioning of munitions and 
equipment and plans for supporting base structures  for U.S. forces in 
China. The type of potentia l military cooperation with  China de
scribed in CG-8 is remarkably similar to U.S. milita ry arrangements 
with NATO allies.

Administration  officials were quick to publicly dismiss CG-8 as a 
“think piece” when it  was revealed. But  I  hope subsequent events, in
cluding Secretary Brown’s visit to China—and my testimony—will 
convince the committee tha t CG—8 and other documents I  have men
tioned should be taken very seriously.

OUT LI NI NG  SPE CIF IC MOVES

The record shows tha t many of the specific moves outlined in the 
earlier studies have al ready been implemented, including approval of 
allied arms sales to China ; approval of tran sfer  of selected items o f 
U.S. h igh technology with potential milit ary applications; approval 
of sales of selected items of nonlethal m ilitary equ ipment; exchange of 
military academy delegations, and exchange of visits of defense 
ministers.

As f ar as I  know, such steps as jo int contingency plannin g or sta
tioning of U.S. forces in China are very far from immediate options, 
but the  logic of the pas t suggests that  they are steps th at may be taken 
far the r down the road we currently  are on.

UNIT ED STA TES-PEOPLE’s  RE PU BL IC OF C H IN A  POLIC Y FUNCTI ON OF 
UNIT ED ST AT ES -U .S .S.R . POL ICY

Mr. Chairman, I  would like to point out th at what  is evident from 
all s tudies of mi litary ties with China—and from the  internal  debates 
in the Nixon, Ford , and Car ter adminis trations—is tha t America’s 
China policy in the la st decade has been in large part  a function of our 
Soviet policy and our strategy for dealing with the Soviet Union.
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China experts have tended to focus on Taiwan and the normaliza
tion of relations, trade, cultural  contacts and other bilatera l issues, 
while the policymakers were looking at global s trategy  vis-a-vis Mos
cow and how relations with China factored into it.

Or put another way, the debate over m ilitary ties with China has 
been in large par t a debate over the impact o f such ties on the  Soviet 
Union : Will a milita ry relationship with China improve or worsen 
the U.S. st rategic position vis-a-vis Moscow ?

Will it make, the Soviets more compliant in negotiations such as 
SALT and less adventurous in the T hird  World ? Or will it be counter
productive, resul ting in more uncompromising Soviet negot iating posi
tions and more aggressive Soviet behavior?

Will it undermine detente or save it? Will it provoke a Soviet a t
tack on China or help deter it?

It  is significant for the work of  th is committee that  the only inte r
agency study tha t addressed the issue of milita ry ties with China— 
specifically the tran sfer  of mil itary-related  technology to Peking—op
posed such ties on the grounds that  they were too risky. The s tudy— 
Presidential Review Memorandum 24-^-was leaked in dra ft form to 
the New York Times in June  1977. It  noted tha t the Soviets had en
tered into detente with the United States  in large pa rt to head off Sino- 
American collusion against them, and tha t if it failed to do so, they 
might completely reexamine the ir nolicy toward the United States.

The committee may wish to inquire why th is concern in spring 1977 
apparently  became “inoperative” less than a year later when the Carter 
administration decided to establish a security re lationship with China. 
Was there a new study or a later dra ft of PRM 24, section 3, that was 
not leaked to the press that came to the opposite conclusion, that mili
tary  ties with China would provide useful pressure to produce more 
compliant Soviet behavior? Or did the officials opposing military ties 
with China—who were mostly in the State Department—simply lose 
a power struggle without a new consensus ever being formed within 
the Government ?

I t is my impression tha t those people who proposed military ties 
with China based the ir ideas in par t on access to highly sensitive in
telligence reports and other sources of  information and tha t they ex
plored the  subject in g reat depth. It  would be invaluable fo r this com
mittee to  gain access to  a t least some of the in formation and to all of 
the reasoning that went into shaping these views.

If  it is a good policy idea, then I think  its proponents should be 
able to build a broad consensus behind it in Congress and the public. 
If  it is a flawed idea, then public discussion is urgent  before the United 
States becames more deeply committed.

[Mr. Gar rett ’s p repared statement follows:]
Prepared Statement of Bann ing Garrett, Research  Associate, I nstitute of 

I nternational Studies , University of California, Berkeley

THE ORIGINS OF THE STRATEGIC RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN CH INA AND THE UNITED 
STATES

Mr. Chairman and committee members, I am especially p leased to  testify before 
this committee. Your 1975-76 hearings on the Great Power  Triangle remain a 
uniquely imp ortant public document on Sino-American rela tions and I hope thi s 
set of  hearings i s equally successful .
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The new American rela tion ship  w ith China has  been one of the most signific ant 
developments in U.S. fore ign policy over the  las t decade. The bilate ral  aspects of 
the U.S.-China rapprochem ent, especial ly the norm aliza tion  process, have received 
a gre at deal of public and congress ional atte ntio n. But  the unde rlyin g stra teg ic 
aspec t of the Sino-American connect ion—which pushed  the  two powers together  
nine year s ago and cont inues to be the basis of the  rela tion ship —has received 
rem arka bly lit tle  public discussion.

Within  th e government, however, the stra tegic rela tion ship w ith China has  been 
the  sub ject  of intense debates for the las t seven year s, includ ing a vehemen t 
struggle  over whe ther  to go public with  the issue of es tabl ishi ng mil itary ties  w ith 
China. Emerg ing from the  strug gle has been a series of deta iled  plan s for estab
lishing such a defense rela tion ship  with  China—a policy perceived by both its 
proponents and its opponents as h avin g potentially  profou nd reperc ussio ns on our 
rela tion s with  the Soviet Union. In  spite  o f the known risks , however, the  Ca rte r 
adm inistration has  neve rthel ess come to embrace  this policy. The Republican 

k Pa rty  plat form  speaks of tra ns fer rin g to China technology with “offensive mili
tary  appl icati ons,” a nd Ronald  Reag an four  years ago termed U.S. a rms  sales to 
China a “na tur al developm ent.”

In short, we are  developing a mil itar y rela tion ship  with  China  which is ac
knowledged to have far-rea chin g global implication s for the Unite d States, and  
this rela tion ship  is likely to be continued  rega rdless of who occupies the  Whi te 
House nex t Jan uary.  Yet the re has  been litt le public discuss ion of this stra teg ic 
realig nmen t. A prim ary reason for this,  I think , is the  e xtr aor din ary  secrecy with  
which thi s issue has  been handled with in the las t thr ee adm inis trat ions. Proba bly 
no ot her  issu e h as been more sensitiv e o r more closely held tha n th at  of e stab lish 
ing a mil itary rela tion ship with  China. I hope my testimony will assis t the  
committee in its inve stiga tion  o f the  p ast, pres ent and  f utu re of U.S.-China policy 
and its implication s f or U.S.-Soviet relati ons.

I would like to  explain briefly t ha t I approac h thi s subj ect as a  po litica l s cien tist 
whose research  has  focused on the  U.S. decisionmaking process  and bur eau cratic 
politics with  respec t to China policy and the interactio n of the  Unite d State s, 
the Soviet Union and China as it  has  influenced and been influenced by th at  
process. I am just completi ng a book, The “China  Card" and It s Origins,1 based 
on the  re sul ts of a thr ee  ye ar stud y of  the  subject.

In the  course of my inve stiga tion, I have inter view ed nea rly one hund red 
curre nt and  f ormer U.S. officials in the Penta gon, the  Sta te Dep artm ent, the NSC 
and the  CIA. I must stre ss th at  thi s has been one of the  most secre tive issues  
in tne government. Much o f w hat  follows is a reco nstruction based  on interviews 
with  many sources, none o f whom would tell the whole story. The  more imp orta nt 
the  roles the  pa rtic ipa nts  played, in fact,  the less likely  they were to cooperate . 
No one showed me classified documents or infor mation, altho ugh I was able to 
recons truc t the tra il of s ecre t s tudies, and in the process I have obtain ed 78 pages 
of se cret documen ts t hrou gh the Freedo m of Inform atio n Act a nd have confirmed 
the existe nce of the oth er key secret stud ies on U.S. mil itary ties  with  China.

* Let me say th at  I am as skep tical  as anyone else doing thi s kind of research  
about attach ing  undue  significance to stud ies and contingency plans. But in this 
case, my three yea r investi eati nn leads  me to conclude th at  the  studies and 
planning  docum ents th at  I will discu ss in my tes timony have been policy-oriented 
recommendations and plans  th at  have  in fac t shape d policy itse lf and have out-

* lined the  specific s teps for the  im plem entation of th at  policy. It  is signif icant th at  
these  documen ts contin ue to be closely held as much as seven years af te r they  
were wri tten . Others, of course, will have to make their  own judgm ents,  and  I 
hope thi s testimony will serve  as the  basis  for  fu rth er  inve stiga tion  and 
evaluation .

It  is my assessmen t th at  these stud ies in effect have added  up to a deta iled 
plan fo r esta blishing  a far- reaching mil itar y rela tion ship wit h China  in an 
incre men tal, step-by-step manner, and th at  the  prom oter s of the  plan have  
occupied key positio ns in the  government  or elsewhere to help move it  forw ard 
over the  l as t seven years. Besides  provi ding essenti al insight, into  the  origi ns of 
our  new mil itar y relatio nsh ip with Ch in a; thes e stud ies also should help the  
committee to bet ter  un der sta nd likel y fu ture  developm ents in th at  relat ionship.  
Except for  a  few leaks to the  pr ess,  I believe the  Congress—and often  the  Sta te

1 To be pub lished th is  fa ll by th e In st it u te  of In te rn at io na l Studies, Un ive rsi ty of 
Ca lifo rnia, Berkeley. The stu dy  Is also a Ph.  D. di sser ta tio n fo r Brandels Un ive rsi ty.



Departme nt—has been kept in the  dark abo ut these imp ortant  plan ning  docu
ments  and  studies, almost all  of which were  done for the Defense Depa rtment.

Before going any far the r, I would like to note  th at  the  term  “mi lita ry ties ’’ 
covers a very broad  spectrum of developm ents, rang ing from selling China  com
put ers  with  pot enti al mil itary appl icat ions  or excha nging mil itary atta che s, to 
a full NATO-like allia nce relat ionship.  Clear ly the implications of poten tial 
moves—especia lly their  pot ent ial impact on the  Soviet Union—are  vast ly dif 
fere nt. Ju st  which  type of mil itar y ties  sh ould be impleme nted has usua lly been 
the focus of debate in the las t five y ear s ra th er  than a simple yes or no on the 
general issue. Fina lly, the notion of establ ishing  some sor t of milita ry ties with 
China  has  been the  essence of the  “China Car d,’’ as~it  has  become commonly 
referred to in t he press.

As I have implied,  the  plan  for  developing a mil itary relatio nsh ip with  China 
was not the inven tion of Pre sident  Ca rte r or his Nat iona l Secur ity Adviser, 
Zbigniew Brzezinski. Although one may question the  wisdom of the policy or 
the  way it has  been impleme nted, the emerging mil itar y rela tion ship with  China 
cann ot be explained as simply a knee-jerk reac tion  to Afg hani stan  of the  Soviet 
combat brig ade  in Cuba. My st udy shows th at  th e plan for  Sino-American mil itary  
rela tion s—includ ing most if not all the  specific steps th at  alre ady  have  been 
tak en—dates back seven yea rs and  has  been addressed in hundred s of pages of 
classifie d stud ies and  plans  in the  yea rs since 1973. And caut ious,  hal ting  steps 
tow ard mil itar y ties with  China  have been taken since 1975, with  many of the 
same  acto rs pushing the policy then who ar e behind it  in the Ca rte r adminis
tra tion.

Before descr ibing these  studies and  plan s, it might be helpful to discuss  some 
of the  key people who have been involved and to some d egree promoted the plan 
for  mil itar y ties with  China. These people, altho ugh a small  group, by no means 
form  a clique. There are  many sha rp differences and personal  anim ositi es among 
them. Many of them  will be fam iliar to thi s committee, and  you will see th at  
they  are  not confined to one political pa rty  or one adm inistration,  and  th at  they 
includ e caree r con sult ants  and  polit ical appointees. Remarkably, not only is the 
number of p art ici pa nts  small, but  the  n umber of key positi ons in the  government  
is even s ma ller and  these  people have ofte n replace d each oth er in the  key jobs.

One of the more mysteriou s and secr etive players in this  drama,  Michael 
Pills bury , who is  now a defense policy adv iser  to Ronald Reag an, testifi ed before 
thi s committ ee a t you r last  hea ring  held in July . From  read ing his testimony, 
Mr. Chai rman , I would say he told you fa r less tha n he knows abou t the  policy 
issues behin d the  speech by Assist ant  Sec retary  of Sta te Ric hard Holbrooke, 
which he a naly zed for thi s committee. This is an  indic ation  of the  obsta cles you 
are up again st in yo ur in vest igati on of Ch ina policy.

Pillsbury , whose nam e r ecur s again  a nd ag ain in this s tory  a s a tire les s lobbyist 
for  mil itar y ties with  China  in the  193 7-76 period, is not the  only Reagan 
campa ign name Involved. Former  CIA analy st Roger Glenn Brown and form er 
CIA Nat iona l Intel ligen ce Officer for China, Jam es R. Lilley, were involved in 
the  ear lier years  of this debate.  They have both been involved in the  Bush 
campaign, and  Lilley, who worked for  George Bush in Beij ing in 1974 -75, spent  
last week in China  with  the Republ ican Vice- Presidential nominee.

On the  Demo cratic  side, one key figure, who publis hed the  most imp orta nt 
arti cle s on the  subj ect before  he joined the  Ca rter adm inistra tion, is Rich ard 
Holbrooke. Another Ca rte r appointee who lef t the adm inistratio n a yea r ago but  
before  th at  had  draft ed  a key section of the  only inter-dep artm ental study on 
mil itar y ties  with  China, Pre sid ent ial Review Memorandum 24 (PR M 24 ),  is 
Leslie Gelb. And Michel Oksenberg. who was not involved unt il he joined 
Brzezinsk i’s NSC staf f in 1977, w-rote imp ort ant  implementing documents before 
he r etur ned  to  hi s teach ing post at the  U nive rsity of Michigan late las t year.

The per man ent bureauc racy  also has  been impo rtant, with GS-15  and GS-16 
officials involved from the  Office of the Secr etary  of Defense, including Fra nk 
Tapparo, Lynn Ryland er and the cu rre nt Deputy Ass ista nt Secreta ry of the 
Air Force, Wi llar d Mitchell. Another pa rti cip an t who is well-known to thi s com
mittee is our  cu rre nt amb assador to Th ailand , Morton Abramowitz, who spon
sored seve ral key stud ies when he served  as Deputy  Assist ant  Secreta ry of De
fense for Inter natio nal Secu rity Affairs, Ea st  Asia and the  Pacific. Also involved 
have been Gelb’s replac ement  at  the St ate  Depa rtment, Regin ald Bartholomew, 
who worked for Abramow itz in the Pen tago n at  one poin t and lat er  at  the  NSC, 
and Rich ard Holbrook e’s curre nt depu ty, Michael Armacos t. Armacost began 
following the issue  of mil itary ties  with China  in 1974 for  Winston Lord, who



105

was then head of policy planning In the State  Department. Armacost later 
served on the NSC, then took Abramowitz’s job at  the Pentagon when the lat ter  
went to Thailand, and finally returned to the State  Department.

Another crucial actor in the drama is Richard Solomon, a leading academic 
specialist on China who served on Kissinger’s NSC staff from 1971 to 1976 and 
then replaced Pillsbury as RAND’s chief China expert. And, finally, a late
comer to the game who nevertheless has become a key player in the last year, 
is the Undersecretary of Defense for Policy, Robert Komer.

Although others have been involved, this list of more than  a dozen actors 
should give the committee a star ting  point for fur the r investigation. But, Mr. 
Chairman, your committee also needs to obtain the actual  studies and plans 
tha t many of these people partic ipated  in developing or pushing within the gov
ernment since 1973 if you are to fully understand the policy tha t has already 
been implemented, much less the next steps likely to be taken.

Based on interviews with many sources, Mr. Chairman, I believe tha t the 
basic plan and rationale for establishing a miltiary relationship with China 
was completed in March, 1974, and was called “L-32.” It  was written by Michael 
Pillsbury, then a RAND analyst. These sources agree tha t Pillsbury had pro
posed the idea six months earl ier in a short memo tha t had attracted enough 
interest in the Pentagon to get funding for L-32. But they disagree about the 
contents of L-32, some saying it  was similar to an article by Pillsbury published 
later, and others saying tha t the RAND study included significant and “explo
sive” mater ial never published. I will discuss t ha t publication in a moment.

It  is highly significant to note tha t Pillsbury’s plan was proposed a t a time 
when he was holding secret monthly meetings with Senior Chinese military 
officials at the  United Nations, Pill sbury sent memorandums about those meetings 
to about 20 key officials at the Pentagon, CIA, NSC and State  Department. These 
quasi-official meetings with the Chinese representatives of the People’s Libera
tion Army General Staff, including the equivalent of two generals and an ad
miral, apparently demonstrated serious Chinese interest in military intelligence 
sharing  wi th the United States, and in purchasing sophisticated military equip
ment and technology from the United States—this in 1973! I should add, how
ever, tha t whether or not China would abandon self-reliance and seek military 
equipment or security relations  with the United States was a very hotly debated 
issue within the intelligence community a t tha t time.

Most of the China experts held tha t the Chinese would not  do so, and tended 
to dismiss as espionage Chinese probes to the U.S., and other  western countries. 
My study suggests that, in retrospect, the Chinese inte rest in military  ties with 
the United States as f ar  back as 1973 was indeed genuine.

According to several sources, about 50 copies of L-32 were circulated in the 
Defense Department, and to officials at CIA and the NSC, and to Pillsbury’s 
cousin, Winston Lord, of the State Department’s policy planning staff. Although 
L-32 is now more than 6 years old, and the memorandum’s of Pillsbury’s con
versations with the Chinese mi litary officers date  back even farther, the Defense 
Department has refused to release them under a Freedom of Informat ion Act 
request on the grounds tha t they contain information tha t is “properly and cur
rently classified.”

Although we thus remain largely in the dark  about this mysterious L-32, an 
artic le tha t sources agree was based on L-32 was published in September, 1975 
by Richard Holbrooke then editor of Foreign Policy magazine. Mr. Chairman, 
you will recall the controversy generated by publication of the Pillsbury article 
by Holbrooke, as you invited Pillsbury to testify at the Triangle hearings. My 
study indicates tha t despite the public disavowals of the article, it was actua lly 
cleared by Richard Solomon at the NSC, who reportedly was not aware of its 
significance a t the time, and by other,  higher, officials. Whether Holbrooke was 
aware  of the orig ins of Pil lsbury’s article  in the classified L-32, I do not know. 
I believe he appreciated its  broader significance, however.

My study also concludes that , unknown to key middle level officials at  the 
State  Department, the CIA and the NSC, publication of the article  in Foreign 
Policy was encouraged, perhaps for different reasons, by both Secretary of State 
Kissinger, and Secretary of Defense Schlesinger.

When L-32 was first distributed  in the Spring of 1974, it provoked con
siderable interest and controversy within the government, and led to quiet 
Pentagon sponsorship of a number of other studies on the subject over the 
next several years. Most of my requests for release of these documents were 
turned  down, and some of what  I did receive through the FOI was heavily
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censored, including even in  one case the  table  of contents . However while I have 
thu s not seen any of the documents in the ir ent irety extensive  interviews with 
knowledgeable officials, many of them partic ipants  in the deba tes revolving 
around the  documents  allows me to make  some assessments of  the  significance 
of these  s tudie s, and  to sugges t to the Committee some of their  conten ts.

Several  of these  stud ies—which were much more planning  documents than  
they were simple contingency reviews—fur ther  outlined in detail the steps 
toward a full mili tary  rela tionship  with China firs t mentioned in L-32.

According to several officials, and to  FOI  documents, two key stud ies were 
done at  RAND in 1970 and completed in Jan uary,  1977. They were done for 
Morton Abramowitz, then  a Deputy Assis tan t Secreta ry of Defense. One, by 
Pillsbury, was enti tled “Methods of Int era ction in U.S.-P.R.C. Security Rela
tio ns ;” the  other was by Richard  Solomon, enti tled  “Prospects  for National 
Security Cooperation between  the U.S. and the  I’.R.C.” The companion studies 
outline in detail proposed steps  tow ard  closer security cooperation in several  
modes : contact s between defense  establish men ts, inclu ding exchange of mili tary  
atta che s and  visit s by defense min is te rs ; sale of defense-related technology; 
exchange of intelligen ce; fac ilit atio n of Western Euro pean  arm s sales to Ch ina; 
and limited d irec t U.S. mi lita ry a ssis tanc e to  China.

Virtually all of the specific moves since 1979 toward  establishing U.S. military 
ties with  China, according to several sources, were outlined in these stud ies 
which were “on the  sh el f’ when the presen t Adm inis trat ion decided to play the “China Card .”

I was told by several  sources  that  Consolidated  Guidance Number 8, or CG 8 
as its autho rs called it, was a rehash  of these  ea rli er  studies, especially  the 
Ryland er studies. CG 8 was done l ast  y ear and excerpts of i ts were leaked  to the 
New York  Times las t October 4, shortly  af te r it was leaked  th at  Secre tary 
of Defense Brown would be going to China. According to the Times a nd my inte r
views, CG 8 explored the possibilities of U.S. war time  aid  to China joint con
tingency planning  with the Chinese, inclu ding the possibility of stat ion ing  U.S. 
warp lanes, naval vessels or even ground forces in China dur ing a crisis. Among 
the  details  addressed in CG 8 were prepositioning of munitions and  equipment 
and plans for supp orting base struc tur es  for U.S. forces in China. The type of 
potentia l mil itary coopera tion with China described in CG 8 is remarkably 
sim ilar  to U.S. milita ry arra ngemen ts with  NATO allies.

Adm inis trat ion officials were quick to publicly dismiss CG 8 as a “think 
piece” when it  was revealed. But  I hope subsequent events—and my testimony— 
will convince the committee that  CG 8 and  other documents I have mentioned 
should be taken very seriously.  The record shows that  many o f the specific moves 
outlined in the  ear lie r stud ies have alread y been implemented, including: ap
proval  of allied arms  sales to China, approval of tra ns fer of selected items  of 
U.S. high technology with  potentia l mi lita ry appli catio ns ; approva l of sales of 
selected items  of non-le thal mili tary  equip me nt; exchange of mil itar y academy 
delegat ions, and exchange of visi ts of defense ministers. As fa r as I know, 
such steps  as joint contingency planning  or stat ioning of U.S. forces in China 
are very fa r from immediate options, but  the logic of the  p ast  sugges ts th at  they are steps  th at  may be fa rth er  down the road we currently a re  on.

The U.S.-China mil itary rela tion ship has momentum and a structure . It  is 
developing so fa r in a direction  which lias specific, preplanned steps that  lead 
eventually  to an alliance-like secur ity rela tionship , whe ther  it is called  such or 
not. My s tudy  also suggests that  focusing solely on the issue of U.S. arms sales 
to China as the litmus tes t of how f ar  we have gone with  the Chinese may miss 
the point  of what is already  going on or may not be too far down the road.

The $50 billion figure for adeq uate ly arm ing China  again st tlie Soviet Union 
with  U.S. weapons suggest that  it is out  of reach  for the  Chinese to purchase 
such qua nti ties of arms or for  the  U.S. to provide  them as milita ry assis tance 
in cur ren tly  foreseeable circum stances. Although limited sales of cer tain U.S. 
arms such as advanced jetfi ghters would have a very larg e psychological and 
political impact, especially  on the Soviet Union, tli e type o f int imate  U.S. involve
ment in China’s defense  th at  is suggested in these stud ies and planning  docu
ments—rather  than just selling China arm s and remainin g only dis tantly in
volved—might provide China  with  a cheaper de ter ren t to Soviet att ack  and might have even gre ate r implica tions  for U.S. security.

Two more imp orta nt stud ies were done in the 1976-78 period  by Lynn Ry
lander, then  in Programs  and  Eva luat ion in the Office of the Secreta ry of De
fense. These planning documents, both enti tled  “Implicat ions of Sino-Soviet 
Conflict for  U.S. Defense Prog ram,” and  done in two volumes, covered peacetime
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and wartime implications of the Sino-Soviet dispute. Although the versions of 
the studies which I received under the FOI are highly censored, it can be dis
cerned tha t the documents addressed extrao rdinary sub jects: the second volume 
examined in detail  Chinese military capabilities and possible Soviet military 
moves against China. It  then looked at U.S. options to counter those moves, in
cluding, Mr. Chairman, available U.S. weapons systems for possible security as
sistance to China, and the potentia l impact of various types of direct U.S. par 
ticipation on China’s side in a  war.

I have attach ed to my testimony several pages from the first volume of the 
Rylander studies which do indicate the scope of the study. But what the reason
ing is, what the implications are of such support for China, and other informa
tion is all missing—and will have to await  efforts by your Committee to obtain 
the complete document. I would note tha t I was told by one source tha t the 
Rylander  studies concluded tha t it would cost some $50-billion to adequately 
arm China with American weapons against the Soviet Union.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I would like to point out tha t what is evident from all 
studies of m ilitary ties with China—and from the intern al debates in the Nixon, 
Ford and Carter administrat ions—is tha t America’s China policy in the last 
decade has been in large p art a function of our Soviet policy and our strat egy for 
dealing with the Soviet Union. China ex ert s have tended to focus on Taiwan 
and the normalization of relations, trade, cultu ral contracts  and other bilateral 
issues, while the policymakers were looking at  global strategy vis-a-vis Moscow 
and how relations  with China factored into it. Or put another way, the debate 
over military ties with China has been in large par t a debate over the impact of 
such ties on the Soviet Unio n: Will a military relationship with China improve 
or worsen the  U.S. strateg ic position vis-a-vis Moscow? Will it make the  Soviets 
more compliant in negotiations such as SALT and less adventurous in the Third 
World? Or will it be counterproductive, resulting in more uncompromising Soviet 
negotiating positions and more aggressive Soviet beha vior; Will it undermine 
detente or save i t?  Will i t provoke a Soviet a ttac k on China or help deter it?

These questions were addressed in the first study in 1974 and have been the 
subject of intense debate ever since. The studies have noted tha t potential risks 
involved in providing the Soviet Union but have also argued tha t military  ties 
with China made sense for the U.S. as a strategic move and tha t they might also 
pressure  the Soviets into grea ter rest rain t and compliance. And the pace of 
development of U.S.-Chinese military ties was linked to the futu re of detente— 
if U.S.-Soviet rela tions worsened, L -32 in its published form suggested, the option 
of forging security ties with China would be more attra ctive to the President. I 
suggest that  is, in fact, the dynamic tha t has occurred : crises in U.S.-Soviet rela
tions have led to Presid ential adoption of policy options to move another step 
down the military-ties-China path.

It  is significant for the work of this committee t hat  the only inter-agency study 
tha t addressed the issue of milita ry ties with China—specifically the tran sfer  of 
military- related technology to Peking—opposed such ties on the grounds tha t 
they were too risky. The study—Presidential Review Memorandum 24—was 
leaked in draf t form to the New York Times in June 1977. It noted t hat  the So
viets had entered into detente with the United States in large par t to head off 
Sino-American collusion against  them, and tha t if it failed to do so, they might 
completely re-examine thei r policy toward the United States.

The committee may wish to inquire why this concern in spring 1977 appar
ently became “inoperative” less than a year late r when the Carte r administ ra
tion decided to establish a security relationsh ip with China. Was there a new 
study or a late r draft  of PRM 24, Section 3, tha t has not leaked to the press 
tha t came to the opposite conclusion, th at militar y ties w ith China would provide 
useful pressure to produce more compliant Soviet behavior? Or did the officials 
opposing military ties with China—who were mostly in the State Department— 
simply lose a power strugle without a new consensus ever being formed within 
the government? I might add tha t the Pentagon studies also suggested grave 
concern about potential  negative Soviet reaction, and the second volume of the 
Rylander studies said : “Because both benefits and risks are so high we believe the 
question of a security relationship with the People’s Republic of China deserves 
additional careful study.” Were additional studies done? What did they conclude?

It is my impression that  those people who proposed military ties with China 
based their ideas in part on access to highly sensitive intelligence reports and 
other sources of information and tha t they explored the subject in great depth. 
It would be invaluable for this  committee to gain access to at least some of the 
information and to all of the reasoning tha t went into shaping these views. If it
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Is a  good policy Idea, then I think its  p roponents should be ab le to build  a broad 
consensus behind it  in the Congress and public. If  i t is a  flawed idea, then public 
discussion is urgent before the  United  Sta tes  becomes more deeply committed.

But I thin k it is relevant  for  the  comm ittee  to ask whe ther  the  China  card 
stra tegy has  worked to date, based on its  own cri ter ia.  Has the  Soviet Union 
been more compliant  in negotiations, less adventu rous in the  Thi rd World, and 
genera lly more paralyzed through  fea r of encirclement in the  l ast  two yea rs?  Or 
has  the  move toward deeper  security relatio ns with  China contributed  to the 
decline in U.S.-Soviet rela tions ra ther  t han  being only a response to t ha t decline, 
and has it  led to tougher, more aggressive Soviet positions on the issues of con
cern to the  United Sta tes?  If  the U.S. had  begun developing mil itar y ties  with  
China  in 1973 In response to Chinese probes, would the Soviets have been deter 
red from Angola, Ethiopia  and  Afghanistan, and perh aps have been more fo rth 
coming in SALT and have mitigate d their arm s buildup? If  the China  Card was 
a good idea in 1973 or 1974, why w’as it  not played  y ears  ago, and if it was a bad 
idea then, why is  it  a good idea now ?

I mplications of Sino-Soviet Conflict fob U.S. Defense Programs

These  p rogram s are  assessed in the  conte xt of the Great Pow’er  System which 
involves the  U.S., PRC and USSR as well as other regions such as Western 
Europe . On the one hand, wre now recognize th at  the Soviet Union poses a gre ate r 
challenge tha n China to Free World int ere sts—even in Asia—and t ha t the  poten
tia l exist s for  th e deterior atio n of Soviet-American relat ions .

* * * * * * *  
i. Introduction

* * * * *  * ♦
II.  THE C H IN E SE  CONTEXT *

The imp orta tion  of mil itar y ha rdwa re and other manife stat ions of mili tary  
cooperation with the West is one of the most  contentious issues in China  today.
The  debate encompasses such key quest ions as self-sufficiency, milita ry profes
sionalism and the  ra te  of moderniz ation  and springs directly from  the  radical- 
moderate  struggle over the  course  and direction of domestic  and foreign  policy.
In general the  moderates  favor stre ngthen ing  the Chinese armed forces even if 
it require s some temporary  reliance on outside sou rce s; the rad ica ls find this 
ana thematic.

CORRELATION BE TW EEN EV EN TS AN D DO CU ME NTS

Mr. Wolff. Thank you very much. Yours was a very provocative 
statement and one tha t certainly demands that we tu rn to you first •
to perhaps ask you a few questions. Then I will give way to my 
colleagues.

These documents that you referred to, aren’t these just what we 
would normally call options that a re faced by the various  departments •
of Government as contingencies? I mean, there are no ha rd and fast 
rules, are there, or do you think there  are ?

Mr. Garrett. Th at was my initial impression. I  assumed this was 
just somebody’s hypothetical idea. They were kind of wild ideas that  
were floating around the Pentagon among who knows how many other 
wild ideas. But what I  found  was tha t if  you investigate what  the doc
uments said, and the history  of them, and correlate tha t with what 
happened, there has been a very sharp correlation.

This policy of flirting  with mili tary  ties with China began in De
cember of  1975 when Secretary of State Kissinger approved, to the 
great  astonishment of the entire bureaucracy, the Brit ish sale of  jet

* T his  se ct io n,  th e  se ct io ns  on  So viet an d Ja pan es e a tt it u d es,  an d th e  co rres no nd in e 
Ap pe dlxe s (A, B an d C) we re  pr ep ar ed  w ith  th e  as si st an ce  of  RAND  analy st  Mi chael  
P il lsbu ry .
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engines to the Chinese. I t was a total shock within the Government. 
Nobody thought the Chinese would ever buy from th e West, and they 
didn’t think the United States  would approve of it, as they did as a 
gesture to the Chinese and a signal to the Russians.

That game has continued. I t continued with such a move in October 
of 1976.

What I am saying is there are a finite number of these studies as 
far  as I can tell, and I ’ve mentioned vi rtual ly all the important ones. 

4 If  you can gain access to the studies th rough this committee and in
vestigate what the people say about them, and what they have done, 
and wha t planning  they are  doing now, and who is doing the planning 
you will see a strong correlation between the  studies and U.S. policy.

• You may want to ask, for example, what is Mr. P erry going to discuss 
with the Chinese when he goes there next month as head of Research 
and Engineering  in the Defense Department? He’s the person in 
charge of command and communications. He gets into discussions of 
hotlines, rada r, overhorizon radar—all kinds of things to help the 
Chinese deterren t. The details of such types of milit ary assistance to 
China have been worked in these studies.

One point I want to stress is tha t the question of arms sales per 
se is not the key question. That may be a litmus test from the out
side, but what is really going on, as far  as I can say, is the movement 
toward a very broad type of relationship tha t doesn’t focus simply 
on whether we sell them arms b ut also on joint contingency planning, 
other kinds of  technical assistance to China, and U.S. involvement in 
China’s defense efforts.

NO CONSULTATION WEAPON SALES

Mr. Wolff. I want you to know, Mr. Garrett, tha t we had some 
very serious questions of the State Department relative to their an
nouncement of the first sales of what could be defense-related equip
ment to the Chinese. They had not consulted with the committee 
before, and since we do have a number of devices a t our command as 
a resu lt of amendments th at have been passed for the sale of milit ary

• equipment, we do have a somewhat of a say in the determinations 
tha t are to be made.

One of the problems we have faced in the past is, I think , less 
than  open discussion with the committee which has a very vital re-

• sponsibility over the progress of events that have taken in place 
vis-a-vis the People’s Republic of China.

Now, it is not tha t we disagree with those decisions that have been 
taken. To the contrary . In  fact, I think many of things they have 
done are certainly in line with the best interests  of the United  States. 
However, we would like to be consulted from time to time so that 
we are not in the position of being, to use the trit e expression, a 
rubber stamp for the administration.

I ’m not prepa red to be a rubber  stamp for this admin istration, the 
next admin istration, or the past  administ rations. I think that is the 
position of the Congress as well.

I  would just  like to ask one fur ther question. You said tha t this 
star ted in 1975, am I correct?
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mr. Kissinger’s role

Mr. Garrett. I  said the first moves made by the  Government were 
in 1975, Mr. Kissinger’s move. The discussion and the p lanning docu
ments go back furthe r.

Mr. Wolff. What  do you consider, from whatever examination you 
have made of this, to be Mr. Kissinger ’s role in this whole thing?

Mr. Garrett. Maybe it would be helpful  to outline what I see as 
the strateg ic debate tha t came down between Mr. Schlesinger and 
Mr. Kissinger on this  issue, because they both favored specific moves, 
I think.

Mr. Wolff. And Winston Lord.
Mr. Garrett. Winston Lord was Mr. Kissinger’s deputy, and he 

testified before your committee in March of 1976, I believe, and I 
believe his testimony represented to some degree Mr. Kissinger’s 
thinking ; but I think Mr. Kissinger looked a t it as a tactica l move. 
His tactical  consideration was deterioration of Soviet relations of a 
detente relationsh ip, of growing criticism within the Government 
of detente, challenges to continued Soviet military buildup,  t ha t sort 
of thing.

He saw a move toward China as a way of pressuring the  Soviets to 
improve the ir behavior and detente. Mr. Schlesinger looked at the 
military problem and thought  a strategic alinement with China, which 
on the one hand would st rengthen and protect China and on the other 
hand would improve the milit ary position vis-a-vis the Soviet Union 
globally would be advisable. And if it had a negative impact on the 
Soviet Union politically, that was of less concern to him.

Mr. Wolff. I think the committee down the road in these hearings 
will be calling Mr. Kissinger and Mr. Schlesinger to testi fy here so 
tha t we could get a ful l impact of th eir  role and th eir ac tivity.

SOVIET REACTIO NS

Mr. Toon, I  wonder i f you, could give us an idea of what results you 
anticipate we could expect from the Soviet Union with the continuing 
progress we have made with the  People’s Republic of China, what sort 
of reaction?

Mr. Toon. F irs t of all, Mr. Chairman, I  wonder if I  migh t just  make 
a comment on Mr. Garret t’s testimony which I found o f grea t interest?

Mr. Wolff. Please do.
Mr. Toon. I think we all should recognize, as you pointed out in 

your own remarks , tha t these studies are going on all the time about 
all kinds  of possibilities, about all k inds of options. Frank ly, I  think it 
would be irresponsible on the  p ar t of th e Pentagon , or th e State De
partm ent, or the  CIA not to carry out these studies, not to  investigate 
the full implications of the tig ht  relationship, for example, with 
China or the  implications of a military supply relationship.

I think, f rankly, it  can be overdone, this stressing of  the serious cor
relation between the fact tha t these studies were made and the fact 
tha t certain policies are now being considered which might reflect the 
content of those studies.

T th ink  all of us who have worked in various  policy positions in the 
State  Depar tment  from time to time have engaged ourselves in this
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sort of speculation. I  myself as a Third  Secretary in Moscow in 1951 drew up a paper recommending in effect that we move agains t Eastern Europe when Stalin  died.
While that is the sort of irresponsible policy exercise that  jun ior officers engage in from time to time, T think the fundamental point  is—and certainly I thin k you are right,  Mr. Chairman, to  say you have got to get to the bottom of this  sort of thing—but the fundamental point for all of us to recognize is that there is not necessarily the sor t of alarmist connection between the fact tha t these studies have been done in the past and the fa ct th at  we are now giving, if in  fact we are, serious consideration to  developing a tight political relationship with the Chinese that  perhaps has mil itary  overtones.
I hope t ha t that  will not be regarded as a too g ratuitous observation, because I  have been involved in this sort of t hing myself.

IMPA CT OF STUDY

Mr. Wolff. I  think there is a danger you have indicated—I think  Mr. G arre tt recognizes as well—that  there is a danger of blowing out of all proport ion the impact of an individual study. I think, however, from Mr. Garre tt’s remarks that I would conclude tha t what he sees is a trend  tha t was created by a series of these studies or recommendations th at seemed to be fulfilled by the series of events tha t have taken place.
Am I correct on that?
Mr. Garrett. I  th ink tha t is quite correct. I  would urge th at you try to obtain these documents and talk to the people involved.
My point is that  we may be able to get some ins ights of where the relationship is going—not necessarily what the admin istration has in mind as a big bluepr int, but the trend of what has happened, what kind of thing about the relationship has gone on, and what discussions have gone on. This may help us understand  where the relationship is likely to  go. I f so, then  I thin k we have done a service. I f it is simply tha t these are wild contingency plans with no relevance, then I couldn’t agree more with Ambassador Toon, and I certainly  don’t want to sound alarmist about this.
I am not criticizing.  I am just saying this is what  I see as happening.Mr. Wolff. We had a situat ion before which this committee was able to develop with some very serious repercussions going back to the Vietnam war. And the developments tha t we subsequently learned about that are having  an effect right  now on our try ing to get the missing in action problem resolved with Vietnam, of the promises tha t were made, the secret promises that were made to Vietnam at the time and that  were elicited from the people who made those promises with Mr. Nixon and Mr. Kissinger.
Under only great duress and pressure d id they volunteer the  in formation. Perhaps wTe’ll have to get them to volunteer some more in formation. [Laugh ter.]

MASTER PLOT

Mr. P ritchard. Mr. Chairman, I would just like to comment on one thing tha t bothers me. Mr. Garret t, there are these studies going on, and they have to go on, and options have to be explored and con-
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tingency plans written  down, so that policies can be made. I  think the 
thing t ha t was a little  disturbing  to me is to put it in the context of 
some sort of plot.

It  looks like some master person is moving these people around, and 
I am fear ful someone who just picks up the highlights  o f this testi
mony assumes we have a small group of people who are moving from 
chair to chair in points of decisionmaking spots in our country with a 
very carefully laid out program of where they want to go.

I really think you are not being to tally accurate when you come to 
tha t conclusion, because it is a legitimate  viewpoint to have, if they do. 
Some people might  have a legitimate  viewpoint tha t we have a very 
close military relationship to China in view of the Russian problem, 
and that is a legitimate viewpoint.

I don’t happen to agree with that,  but I thin k we have to be very 
careful when we sta rt naming people. I  am not sure tha t tha t reflects 
thei r part icul ar opinion because they were involved in those studies.

We have had such a pletho ra of th at in our background, I must say 
it bothers me a little when we s tar t naming people who are moving 
to different posts. I f they are bright and they are young and they are 
at th ird  levels, 10 years la ter they’re going to be at highe r levels.

I  don’t like to put tags on people.
That is really what came across to me, and I was a lit tle disturbed. 

Now you may answer.
Mr. Garrett. If  th at is what came across, I  ce rtainly  would be dis

turbed as well, because nothing could be fu rther from the  tr uth  of my 
investigation. I certain ly don’t hold tha t view whatsoever tha t there 
has been a plot or a conspiracy at all.

I  named people simply to say th at there are real people involved in 
this, and you know who they are. They have had grea t disagreements 
with each other. Some of them, as I  say, have had bit ter  animosities 
with each other and sharp disagreements on many things.

Mr. P ritchard. I am aware of that.
Mr. Garrett. There are Reagan people and Carter people. There is 

by no means any real agreement.

C H IN A  CARD

What I  am saying is there are specific p arts  of the government, for 
one thing, tha t have responsibility for both the planning and the im
plementation of this kind  of policy. W hat I didn’t have a chance to go 
into is my sense that  you have to pu t it  in the context of what has been 
happening in United States-Soviet-Chinese relations.

I think in general you have had a process tha t when United States- 
Soviet relations have deteriorated, reached a crisis, the Chinese card 
has popped to the top of the Presidential  options deck. To do some
thing for China has appeared  to the President as a way of trying to 
respond to what the Soviet Union  has done. President Carter has done 
tha t and earlier President  F ord  did. This process has had some effect 
on the future of United  States-Soviet relations which should be of 
some interest to this committee.

Nevertheless, these kinds of plans are what Ambassador Toon said ; 
they are on the shelf. And the information tha t the Chinese are inter-
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este d in buyin g, let 's say,  com puters is also the re,  wi th  requ ests  fro m 
U.S . c orp orati ons to  sell th em  to  China . So it  becomes a g esture  to allow 
th at  sale  to go  thro ug h at  a p ar tic ul ar  time .

Tho se are the kin ds of  th ings  I  am say ing . I t  is a process th a t is 
go ing  on. It  is not  a con spi racy or a plo t or an ything  like th at . An d 
th e studie s happ en  to  be ava ilab le. I f  you dec ide because of  Sovie t 
behavio r th at you wa nt to move an othe r step fo rw ard in  rel ations 
wi th  the Chinese, you go to the  she lf a nd  you pull ou t a  st udy t hat l ays  
out some thin gs  you could  do.

Mr. P ritchard. Y ou w ould hope t hat there ha d been  some p rev iou s 
thou gh t on  this .

Mr.  Garrett. Ex ac tly  wha t I  am say ing , th at it  fits in to  a 
str ateg ic-----

Mr. W olff. Mr. G ar re tt , we don’t have tim e fo r speeches. 
[L au gh ter.]

PRO BLE MS IN  EASTERN EUR OPE

Mr. P ritchard. Am bas sad or,  we have  y ou here, and because I  view 
th is  as a  tri an gl e of th e th ree coun trie s, e ve rything  th at  ha ppens to  one 
coun try  affec ts the o ther  two.

Russia is now st ar ting  to hav e problem s in Ea ste rn  Eu rop e, which 
we ta lked  abou t briefly, an d it  looks  like they  are going  to continue. 
Ho w wou ld th at affec t th ei r dea lings wi th  othe r cou ntr ies  an d with 
Ch ina ?

Mr. T oon. T hese problems, Congressman, are  no t new. Th ey  hav e 
exi sted fo r a n um ber o f yea rs. They hav e cro pped up  in  a  m uch more 
serious  sit ua tio n in Po land  at  t he  p resent  t ime th an  the y have in the 
past.  B ut  I  th in k th at  the inh ere nt weaknesses in the  tie s be tween Mos
cow and the countrie s of  E as te rn  E urop e have alw ays  been  t here,  a nd  
they  will  fro m tim e to tim e resu lt in serious  ou tgr ow ths  of  friction  
such as we have r ig ht now.

I don’t th in k th ey ’re go ing to  have  m uch  im pact on Moscow’s re la 
tio nship wi th Pekin g, pr im ar ily  because the  enmi ty between th e two  
capit als  is so deep and  ab idi ng , a nd  th ere m ay be a  possible te mpo rary  
rap procheme nt de pend ing  on  sh ift s i n per son ali ties, b ut  th at wil l o nly  
be temp orary .

I  th ink t he  diff erences between the tw o co untrie s now a re r ecognized  
by m ost people who know som eth ing  about the pro blem as be ing  p er 
manen t, bas ica lly na tio na lis tic  i n chara cte r, and  wil l always  be the re.  
So  while  th ere may  be tro ub les  in Ea ster n Eu rope  t hat m ay affect t he 
clim ate  to  a ce rta in  e xte nt,  I don’t thi nk  fra nk ly  th at wou ld have  any  
lon g-rang e be ar ing on t he  relati on sh ip wi th  Pekin g.

Pek ing’s intentions

Mr. W olff. I  wa nt to  re peat the quest ion.  O ne po in t I  s aid , b ea rin g 
in m ind  ou r hi sto ric  lack  of  rec ognit ion  for  China , the shi fts  in  Chinese 
policy, Row cle ar of an  un de rst an ding  do we rea lly  hav e of  Pe ki ng ’s 
intentions  towa rd  the  Uni ted State s and ou r role  in Chinese policy 
vis-a-vi s the  So vie t Un ion ?

Mr. P etrov. Mr. Ch air man , I  tak e a very lim ite d view of  the tr i
angle. I  t hink  we h ave  a tenden cy in  thi s coun try  to overs impli fy the 
sit ua tio n by emplo yin g ima ges  belon gin g to  ele me nta ry geometry.
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Each of the major powers has a world of its  own to deal with , extend
ing well beyond the existence of two other  imp ortant nat ions a nd th eir 
tria ngu lar rivalries .

The world in which the Soviets live  embraces much more than  China 
and the United States. The same can be said ab out China and certainly 
about the Unite d States o f America.

We tend to focus on these three main protagonists to the neglect of 
some of the crucial developments taki ng place elsewhere in which 
neither  a Soviet hand nor a Chinese hand nor anybody else’s outside 
hand is significantly present.

If  you measure the amount of energy which is spent in this city 
on finding ou t wha t the Soviets are doing, you will find th at very lit tle 
of it is left  for attend ing to the rest of the world. If  you analyze the 
functions of different people in  th e C IA or the State Department, not 
even considering the Pentagon, you will see th at at least one-half and 
probably two-thirds, if  not three-qu arters, of our collective attention  
is focused on the Soviets. No wonder that time and again we are sur
prised when a crisis breaks out some place which nobody had watched, 
at  least nobody in a position of responsibility, and we get caught 
unawares.

Mr. W olff. We understand tha t there are crises. The thr ust  of my

Question is  do we really understand the Soviets’ position vis-a-vis the
Inited States  and its Chinese relationship or the other way around ?
Mr. Petrov. No; in my jud gment we don’t, mainly because we start 

with a simplistic assumption tha t the Soviets are  out to do us in and 
have few other interna tional  objectives. I do not subscribe to tha t 
assumption. I think  t ha t over th e years and unti l maybe 4 or 5 years 
ago, the  most the Soviets asp ired for was some kind of an accommo
dation, hopefully leading to a limited  cooperative relations hip with 
the United States. The Chinese understood very well that this was 
agains t the ir interests. The ir concern over a possible superpower col
lusion was one of the key underp inning s of thei r foreign policy. The 
Chinese resented the idea of such a collusion. Its  prospect was the 
straw tha t broke the camel’s back in thei r relation s with Moscow. I n 
1963, when the Nuclear Test Ban Treaty was agreed upon by the 
United  States  and the Soviet Union, they felt they were deliberately 
being left  out in the cold by Soviet maneuvering, and they were of 
course correct.

SOVIET OBS TRUCT ION S

We firmly believe tha t the Soviets are mainly tr yin g to obstruct our 
policies and undermine our interest s a ll over the  world and have few 
other goals. This is simply not the case. They deal with many more 
problems than those which are caused by the existence and policies 
of the United  States as the leadin g world power.

I wish to repeat th at to me we are indulging in gross oversimplifica
tion.

Mr. W olff. Ambassador Gartho ff, would you agree with  th at?
Mr. Garthoff. I  generally agree with that , yes. On the first point 

tha t Professo r Petrov was making a moment ago, I  would just add 
that I thin k it is part icularly important to consider the perceptions of 
each of the major powers as to th e roles of others, and as to  develop
ments occurring elsewhere in the world. And there may be a tendency,
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for  example, on the Soviet part sometimes to exaggerate American 
influence or ac tivity  in various areas, and also of China.

I think the Soviets, for example, were concerned about Chinese as 
well as American support for the other side in Angola. The Soviets 
were undoubtedly concerned and exaggerated in their own minds, as 
well as for propaganda purposes, alleged American and Chinese in
volvement in Afghanistan .

Mr. Wolff. Thank you.
I ’m going to turn  the chair over to Mr. Mica, who will continue. 

That way the bells will not be interrupt ing us.
Mr. Mica.
Mr. Mica. Thank  you, Mr. Chairman. If  you would ju st continue. 

Moscow’s POINT OF VIEW

Mr. Pritchard. Let me follow.
Mr. Ambassador, you said we had responded so differently to Russia 

than we did toward China. The circumstances were really so different. 
China  was going into Vietnam following what we voted and the 
ASE AN nations all voted was an invasion of Cambodia by Viet
namese forces.

I think it is ha rd to draw tha t parallel when you consider the  cir
cumstances. It  seemed to me you were stretch ing things a little  when 
you tried to  draw the  comparison of Afghanistan. Am I  wrong?

Mr. Garthoff. As I  mentioned before, there  a re indeed, as you em
phasized, some important differences in the two cases, and they cannot 
be directly equated. But I  thought  it  was useful, and I still think i t is, 
to take a look, especially when considering things from Moscow’s point 
of view, at those elements in the situation which were not entirely  
different.

True, there had been the prio r Vietnamese milit ary actions against 
Cambodia, and the Chinese were acting in tha t context and didn’t act 
to subjugate the whole of Vietnam. Nonetheless, there was nothing in 
U.N. actions or otherwise which gave China any right to make a 
milit ary invasion of Vietnam. And the United  States  did speak out 
agains t tha t instance of one Communist power using military force 
agains t another. But we did not let it impede in any way our con
tinu ing fur ther development of relations  with China, whereas in the 
other case we also had one Communist power acting against another, 
in which they already had  military forces stationed and in which they 
already had a particula r alliance position.

Mr. Pritchard. One was an occupation ; was an incursion across the 
border and back.

Mr. Garthoff. True, although there were more casualties in Vietnam 
than  there were in Afghanistan .

Mr. Pritchard. We don’t have the whole record yet.
Mr. Garthoff. T hat  is true. It  is a different situation because it 

is an occupation, a continuing occupation. My point  is not to suggest 
the two are the same; they aren’t. But  from Moscow’s standpoint, 
they did not see why we should take  it all out on them for using mili
tary force in a situation where they saw’ a vital interest, above all 
when we had jus t given a small slap on the wrist at most to China, 
and then went on to develop ties. From thei r standpoint, they saw 
the situation  as one where a leading imperia list power could afford 
to take  a somewhat different  position than  we had in judging between 
these actions of the tw o Communist powers.
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ACQUIRING MILIT ARY HARDWARE

Mr. P ritchard. Let me ask you one other question, Ambassador.
I think you mentioned the sale of items. Now tha t milit ary har d

ware is for sale on the world market, who should China get i ts mili tary  
hardware from ?

Mr. Garthoff. We don’t yet know wha t will happen in the future. 
Everything th at has been discussed of which we know so fa r involves 
rather  minor quantities of equipment, but  it may come to involve 
some rather sensitive forms of military technology. Bu t I  don’t think 
it is a question so much of the military significance of the kind of 
equipment tha t we have so far offered to sell to China as it is the 
political  implication of that choice on our part at a time when we have 
quite r ight ly made it  a m atte r of princip le not to  sell milita ry equip
ment to the Soviet Union.

I think we would have been better advised to maintain tha t position 
of principle applying to both countries.

Mr. Pritchard. On the basis tha t they are a Communist country ? 
SEC URITY INTE RE ST

Mr. Garthoff. On the basis that  our security interests are not served 
by our assisting either of them to develop th eir milita ry potential.

Mr. Pritchard. Would you care to comment on that  ?
Mr. Toon. I  agree basically with that. It  is no t the fact that  it is 

a Communist country tha t should have stopped us from doing this, 
because afte r all, Yugoslavia is a Communist country, too, and I ’m 
a very strong supporter of doing whatever the Yugoslavs thin k is 
appropria te in terms of military supplies.

I think Ambassador Garthoff is right, tha t we should look at  this in 
terms of China and China's attitude toward  us far  down the road. As 
I said in my informal remarks at the opening, I  don’t th ink any of us 
understands the Chinese. Certainly I don’t understand them, and I 
don’t thin k our Chinese specialists understand them either.

In  any case it does seem to me that  fa r down the road a China armed 
to the teeth, as she intends to be, w ith a fair ly strong  economy prob
ably is not going to be very benign in her attitude toward the United 
States, because they are against the sort of things  we stand for. It  is 
tha t sort of assessment that  we ought to crank into  our decisionmaking 
process when we decide this  question of arms. So I agree with Ambas
sador Garthoff.

Mr. Pritchard. We get this  with  all countries th at are purchasing 
arms on the  world market. Do we partic ipate  in the sale ? If  we don’t, 
do we do i t because of the size of  the  country, because they are Com
munist ?

Mr. Toon. We do it on the basis, as Dr. Garthoff said, on the basis 
of our assessment as to whether this really advances basic American 
nationa l interests. I  don’t thin k it does.

Mr. Petrov. May I say a word here ?
Mr. P ritchard. Yes.



117

HISTORICAL GRIEVANCES

Mr. P etrov. Maybe  I  d on ’t  und ersta nd  C hin a in the  way some s ino l
og ist  who had spen t h is lifeti me  s tudy ing i t, bu t w hen I  was in Pe king  
I  ta lked  to lot s of  peop le. I have a very  st ro ng  fee ling th at  the  m ajor  
imp ulse behin d the effort  of  the Chinese  to ge t str on ge r m ili ta ri ly  is 
roote d in th ei r acc um ula ted  his tor ica l gri eva nces which da te bac k to 
the opium wars in the 19th centu ry.  Th e Chinese were  p ush ed arou nd  
by Eu ro pe an  po wer s and  J ap an  th roug ho ut  th e 19th  centu ry an d much  
of  t he  20th  c entury. Am erican s also  p ar tic ip ated  in  some o f t he  in te r
ventions and dema nded “open  doors” fo r themselves. Then af te r the  
rev olu tio n in 1911, China  was sp lit  be tween vario us  domains , rules  by 
overlord s who were un able and  un wi lling  to prod uce  one viable  gove rn
ment. In  the 1930’s and the 1940’s the Chinese  were  unde r a bloody 
at ta ck  by  the Japanese . Be ginn ing wi th the  Ko rea n wa r, there was a 
pe rio d when the y fe lt th a t they  were  th reaten ed  b y the Uni ted Sta tes,  
then  f ull y back ing  the  Nat iona lis t regim e on Ta iw an , while  the  Sov iets  
assu med the role of  t he  big  b ro ther  who was te lli ng  them  wh at  to  do 
an d how to live.

SUBORDINATE POSITION

Th e major  impetus  fo r Ch ina’s break with the  Sov iets  was its  
unwi llin gness  to  rem ain  in a subo rdinate  pos ition. Th e Chi nese fe lt 
they  were independen t e nough an d str on g eno ugh  to fina lly come into 
the world  on th ei r own, an d the y ha d conclud ed th at  the y could n’t 
accomplish th ei r independe nce  wi tho ut ta ki ng  a  h ost ile  pos tur e vis-a - 
vis  th e Sov iet Un ion .

Th e Chin ese des ire  to  be arm ed  do esn’t mea n th at  th ey  a re af ra id  of  
a Sov iet  inv asio n. I  ha ve come to  the co nclusion  th at th ey are  not . They 
are of  course wo rri ed , bu t the y hav e been wo rried  fo r many, many 
yea rs. Th ere  is no th ing new in it,  and th at  Ch ina tod ay  is in a much 
mo re secure position th an  it  was 10 ye ars  ago  when it  was in vi rtua l 
iso lat ion , is n ei ther  here n or  the re.  Now C hina  is a  fu ll-f ledged  me mbe r 
of  th e in te rn at iona l c om mu nity wi th broad po lit ica l and economic ties 
all  ove r the  wor ld. I t  is much less vulne rab le to Sovie t pre ssu re th an  
eve r befo re.

The Chinese d esire to  ac quire  weapons fo r th e p urp ose s of dete rrence  
is na tu ra l, bu t it  i s al so a m at te r of  p resti ge  fo r the m a nd  a  m at te r of  
we igh t which th ey  can ex er t d ea lin g wi th othe r cou ntr ies . I  do  not  ex
pec t th e C hine se to u nd er take  m ili ta ry  in terven tio n any t ime soon, and 
the y certa inl y need  peace an d securi ty. But  the  very exis tence of a 
powe rfu l Ch ina pu ts its capacit y to affect dev elopments in As ia in  a 
dif fer ent categ ory  al tog eth er.

MILITARILY  TOO POWERFUL

Fr om  wh at I  know, in a  num ber of  cou ntr ies  surro un ding  Ch ina  there 
alr eady  is con siderable  concern  th at Ch ina might  become mili ta ril y 
too powe rfu l, ev en if  th ere are no  vi sib le signs t ha t Ch ina  is pr ep ar in g 
to ap ply its  str en gth.  Th e Japa ne se , an d all  the ASE AN countr ies , 
wi th  t he  po ssib le exc ept ion  of Th ai land , are ag ains t Chinese mili ta ry
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buildup. The Vietnamese of course are even more concerned, but what 
concerns the Vietnamese does not particularly concern us. What is im
portant for us to realize is that  a materia l increase in China’s might 
will produce a basic shif t in the balance of power in the Asian Con
tinent. And since a number of countries with whom we have close re
lations are involved here, I  th ink we have to consider the ir feelings as 
well. This is not simply a question of making the Chinese more secure, 
and the Soviets less secure.

We are, af ter  all, the most global of all global powers; our interests «,
are worldwide, and because of it we are vulnerable in a number of ways.
Major assessment of our policies must include all aspects of having a 
milita rily strong China. This assessment has to be made before we start, 
doing a little bit here and a little bit  there, incrementally arming China ♦
and then suddenly facing the consequences of an altered situation  in 
Asia, with American interests probably  threatened much more than 
anybody thinks about these days.

Mr. Pritchard. Mr. Garrett.

BACKING OFF

Mr. Garrett. I  would just  like to say that I  think we have gone quite 
a ways with  China. Maybe my views are different from what other 
people think.  I don’t think you can back away from that rela tionship— 
from the expectations of it, from the commitments tha t are implied or 
explicitly  made.

If  we were to back away from the relationship we have with China 
now, I think it  would have a very profound effect on the overall United 
States-Chinese relationship. And I do believe, and I  think the evidence 
is very strong, tha t tha t relationship is a strategic relationsh ip, and 
tha t normalization followed once there was agreement upon that.

We would therefore have a serious problem if we just simply backed 
away from what we have committed ourselves to, or maybe if we simply 
stopped the train where it is now. On the  other hand, we have found 
ourselves in a situation where relations with the Soviet Union are very 
bad and deteriorat ing. I don’t believe i t is in our interest  to let those 
relations deteriorate further.

I thin k we have entered into a number of arrangements with the 
Soviet Union such as the SAL T process which are in our interest, 
and we need to continue them, so we have a problem.

I might add that  I think evenhandedness has failed here, too. , 
What we do to serve our interes t th at promotes the Chinese relation
ship may undermine our relationship with the Soviet Union, and what 
we do with the Soviet Union may be seen as collusion by the Chinese 
and undermine tha t relationship. We have a very difficult problem 
ahead of us.

Evenhandedness hasn’t worked and will not work. We need to have 
a vision of where we are going in the future. Tha t is what we are 
lacking. What do we want it to look like? Do we simply want to arm 
China and come to a stronger and stronger relationship with China 
and a deteriorating relationship with the Soviet Union, a kind of 
new encirclement of Moscow’ tha t leads to more tension, higher defense 
budgets, and greate r chance of w’ar?
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On the  othe r hand , as I  say,  you ca n’t sim ply  back off. My un de r
ly ing fee ling is th at  we need  to  evolve a pol icy th at can  go towa rd  
som eth ing —I  ha te to use the  phras e “t ri an gu la r de ten te”  sim ply  be
cause I  t hink  it has  to o ma ny neg ativ e images,  b ut  some k ind  o f over
all eas ing  of tens ions . An d I  th ink the  Un ite d State s is in a pos itio n 
to  sponso r th at .

I f  we were  to  say th at arm s con tro l was in the  int ere st of  all  three 
powers—I  th in k Ch ina’s nuc lea r ars enal is an inc rea sin gly  i m po rtan t 
fact  in SA LT —we could sponso r a kind  of  com ing toge ther  of  th e 
three powers in some way . I ’m looking 10, 20 yea rs down the roa d.

I  th ink th at  could serve  our intere sts  an d con siderably  lower world  
tension s, bu t I  th in k it  is an ex trao rd in ar ily  difficult process. My 
mind  is no t made up  on the  issue of  arm s sales  to China . I  th in k the  
con tex t is fa r more im po rta nt  th an  th is  decis ion to  sell the m F-1 5’s 
or  not.

Mr . P ritchard. Tha nk  you.

BASIS OF UNITED STATES-PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF CH INA RELATIONSHIP

Mr. Mica. T ha nk  you, Mr . Pri tc ha rd . An d now I  w ill proceed wi th 
some questions, and I  might  ask  you your  assis tance. I f  some o f them 
have been covered, I  wi ll rea d them la te r in the  reco rd.

I  can’t help bu t th in k wi th  the  last  comment, I  wonde r if  we can 
ta lk  toge ther  or  work toge ther  wi th the  Chinese wi tho ut a mu tua l 
th re at . Is  th at  wh at it  has come to?  Do we conside r th at  the bas is of 
th e rel ati on sh ip ri ght now ?

Could  you com men t on th at ? An d ou r mu tua l th re at  ri ght now 
being  th e Sov iet  Un ion . Remove th e Sovie t Un ion , do we have  a 
rel ati on sh ip wi th  Ch ina , Docto r?

Mr.  P etrov. I  see no reason  why  not, if  we could  s top  s eeing Ch ina  
as a mere com ponent  of  o ur  n at iona l securi ty. Tim e and again  in ou r 
con versat ions here in Washing ton an d here tod ay we use the term 
“s tra tegic”—stra teg ic,  str ate gic, str ateg ic—which oft en  conceals an 
un he alt hy  wish to delegate  par t o f th e ta sk  of  protec tin g U.S. int ere sts  
to othe r nat ion s. Th is obsess ion wi th str ate gies  wh ich a re fa r remo ved 
fro m the rea l world  ob str uc ts o ur  th inking .

I t is my c ons idered opinion  th at  we have to deal  wi th the  world  as 
it  is and no t wi th ab st ra ct  concepts which  we allow to di rec t ou r po l
icies to the de tri men t o f t he  no rm al conduct  of interna tio na l relations. 
Th ere  is absolu tely  no reason  why  the  Uni ted States  cann ot maintain 
a fri en dly and produc tiv e re la tio nship  wi th China.  I t  is in Am eri ca ’s 
intere st. I t  is in  C hina ’s in ter est .

The Sov iet case is mo re difficult, bu t we tri ed  to get  alo ng  fo r 2 o r 
3 yea rs even w ith  th e Soviets,  from  1972 unt il appro xim ate ly 1975, and 
th ings  didn ’t l ook too ba d un til  some people  got ala rmed because the 
Sov iets  claimed to be coequal wi th us. Th e Am erican  people believe 
th at  we mu st rem ain  the first in the world , and  be able to det erm ine  
the way  the  world  is revolv ing . Th is sen tim ent is u nders tan dable , b ut  
it  does not  addre ss the r ea lit y of  th e s itu ati on .

We know th at th e Soviets  have  glob al a mb itio ns which  go f ar bey ond  
wh at the Chinese  aspir e to, and th at  pre sen ts a difficult case  fo r us 
even  i f we t ak e into acc oun t the eno rmo us hand ica ps  w hich  th ey  face.
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But  in any case we cannot simply wish tha t the Soviets disappea r from 
the face of the E arth. They are an objective reality and they are what 
they are.

There is no way for  us to reform them and they resent any attempts  
on our part to make them into something else. They demand quid pro 
quos and do not respond to our manipu lation, and this is a hard  fact  of 
life which we must reckon with.

SHOULD NOT INTIMID ATE  SOVIETS

We cannot intimidate the Soviets because once we have started down 
the road of intimidation, we will be forced to consider nuclear war as 
an ultimate resort. Natura lly, we are not prepared  to go that fa r, so we 
make one threatening statement afte r another, apply one form of 
punishment afte r another, and in the end still see tha t the Soviets 
haven’t evaporated, tha t they are doing what they can to advance their 
interests, following their own and not our judgment,

They are not alone in rejecting our judgment. Hardly  anybody ac
cepts it. South Korea doesn’t. Israe l doesn’t. Jap an  doesn’t. France  
doesn’t. Germany doesn’t. Turkey doesn’t. We claim to lead the world, 
and nobody follows. [Laughter.]

I  think this is a hard  real ity th at we must come to grips  with at some 
point. And unless we abandon the fantasy tha t we lead the world and 
sta rt dealing with other nations on the assumption t ha t they are sov
ereign in deciding their m ajor policies, that they are en titled to pursue 
the ir developing re lations wi th other countries, we will be sitt ing psy
chologically in the same spot 10 years  from now, 20 years from now, 
except tha t we will be much poorer and have fewer friends in the 
world than  we have now. I  am not agains t exerting political or eco
nomic pressure to advance our interests, and an occasional arm- twist
ing is normal in inte rnational relations. I object to resor ting to threats, 
especially if they lack credibility.

NO DRASTIC U.S. CHANGES

Mr. Mica. I  notice tha t you made tha t comment on page 6 o f your 
prepared text. You did not use the political comment tha t ended tha t 
first paragraph.  Was there a reason for tha t? You made a political 
comment about the possible next President of the United States which 
you left out in your statement to the committee.

Was tha t a change of judgment ? [Laughter.]
Mr. P etrov. From all I  know about Governor Reagan and some 

of his advisers, several of whom have been my personal friends since 
the early  McCarthy days. [Laug hter. ]

Mr. Mica. Did you sav MacArthur  or McCarthy ?
Mr. P etrov. Joseph McCarthy, the Senator  from Wisconsin. These 

are dedicated people who have been in and out of Government, who 
advised the Government, taught in  universities, and worked in various 
thin k tanks, all the while focusing the ir attention on fighting com
munism and the Soviets. I may be wrong, and a miracle will happen , 
and Ronald Reagan could be a blessing instead of a disaster. In  fact, 
I  don’t expect a disaster because the way American politics and Gov
ernment work, no conclusive results ever ensue.
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So I don’t antic ipate anything drastic , but I do anticipate tha t 
there will be no improvement in our international posture, especially 
in our relations with the Soviet Union and China. Governor Reagan 
has been perceived to be a sworn and single-minded enemy of com
munism, and the Chinese are very apprehensive about his general 
philosophic disposition, wondering what it might mean for them. Afte r 
all, they say, we’re also Communists. How will it affect us?

The heavy impact of ideology on U.S. policies is bad enough as i t 
is, and  I expect th at  if Ronald Reagan becomes Pres ident, the Gov
ernment is going to be even more ideological, less pragmatic . And 
I ’m no admirer of President  Carte r, believe me. [Laughter.]

FUT URE  USE OF WEAPONS

Mr. Mica. I will leave it go at that. [Laughter.]
I ’m not sure who will be most qualified.
Getting back to the arms situation  and future use—I mentioned 

this  in front of this committee before—I had grea t concerns when I 
picked up an article  tha t the Chinese had taken one of ou r commercial 
airliners and started to take it apart  and make patte rns from it, I 
guess would be the word.

Have you read that  comment ? Does tha t give you any concern as to 
futu re use of any equipment or weapons or materials  or supplies? I 
have great sense in trying to work with all people all over the world, 
and China is a nation where I think we really ought to go the extra 
mile. But I have great concern when I  read an action like this.

May we star t with Ambassador Garthoff ?
Mr. Garthoff. I don’t have any part icular contribution to make on 

that . I  think i t is certainly a possibility tha t in one or another case the 
Chinese or the Soviets or someone else may seek to take advantage of 
technology trans fer on the  cheap, so to speak. And tha t is something 
we have to take into account.

Mr. Mica. I don’t know this. Do we have this problem w ith other 
allies ? I  don’t know that  we put  them all in the same category, but  the 
British, the French, the Japanese buy American products and military 
hardware, and we find the same thing we designed and marketed under 
a Japanese label.

Is tha t an ongoing problem ?
Mr. Garthoff. I am not an expert in this area. Perhaps someone 

else could add more. B ut I have the impression th at this is not a gen
eral problem, not only with our allies but w ith others. It  is not in most 
cases tha t easy to get a jump up in technology simply by buying— 
there  may be important  exceptions, but I think they are nonetheless 
exceptions. Across the board it  would be very difficult.

Now, i t may be in the case o f China where industrial development 
is rather  far  behind, that  there might be greater opportunities for 
doing this than,  let’s say, in the case of the Soviet Union where they 
may do it from time to time, but  not on the whole, for reasons of 
pract icality and the general movement of the technological frontie r.

SOVIET REACTIONS

Mr. Mica. Let me just  focus on one other area. We talked about the 
possibilities of w orking with the People’s Republic of China  without a 
Soviet threa t. Let’s assume that we move forward—and I thin k the
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Ch ai rm an  asked  th is  questio n in hi s opening  sta tem ent. I f  we move 
fo rw ard wi th  m ili ta ry  sales,  w ha t k ind o f r eac tion can  we expect from 
the Soviet  Union  ?

Mr. T oon. I  m ight  tak e a  cra ck  a t tha t. I  th in k in  th e f irs t place t hey 
will  be v ery  un ha pp y if  th is dev eloped , as they  made  perf ec tly  clear  in  
th ei r publi c sta tem ent s and in th ei r pr ivate ta lks wi th me when  I  was 
in Moscow and  with Secre tar y V anc e an d o thers.

N onetheless-----
Mr . Mica. How wou ld th ey exp res s th ei r unhappin ess ? 4
Mr. Toon. I  can tel l you how they  d id  i t with  me. Th ey  sim ply  said  

you don’t un de rst an d the Chi nese th^ way we do, and if  you did , you 
wo uld n’t tak e th is act ion  because  these people are  ou t to  eng ineer an 
all -out  nu cle ar war. T hat is t hei r b asic  aim . That  i s t he  li ne  th ey  took  * 
with  us.

An d I  th in k th is  is more or  less the line you see in  th ei r publi c 
sta tem ent s.

Mr . M ica. D o you th in k th is  w ill be confined t o th at  ty pe  of  expre s
sion  of  dis appo int me nt,  not  surre pt iti ou s a ctivit ies  in o ther  part s of the 
wo rld , ac tion s in o ther  cou ntr ies  ?

Mr . T oon. I  t hi nk  t he y’re go ing  t o con tinue th at  so rt  o f ac tiv ity  in 
accordance with  th ei r bro ad  po lit ica l design . I t  has  no th ing reall y to  do 
with  th ei r pique ove r wh at we’re do ing  wi th the Chinese.

I  t hi nk  i f in fa ct  they  we re convinced th at  we were  e nter ta in ing t he  
idea of  a serio us polit ica l, arms -su pp ly re lat ionship  with  t he  Chinese 
th a t it  w ould be v ery  d ifficult to  cont em pla te any  s or t o f c on tin ua tio n 
of  the  S ALT  process, despite  the  f ac t t hat  th is  hap pe ns  to  be in th ei r 
na tio na l in ter est , ju st  as it  is in  ours.

B ut I  th in k it  is t hi s s ort  o f r elati on sh ip which  they  wo uld find  ve ry 
difficult indeed  t o ca rry  o n, if  i n fa ct  we we nt th is  rou te,  m ore or  less 
alo ng  these  lines .

SOVIETS IN  AF GHANI ST AN

Mr. M ica. Do you or  do any of  the othe r pan el mem bers  have any 
fee lin g or  any in fo rm at ion to  ind ica te th at  any of  th e recent  Sovie t 
ac tiv ities—say in Afg ha ni stan  or  a ny  p lace else in th e world—were a 
re su lt of ou r ste pped up  ac tiv ity  wi th  Ch ina  ? w

Mr. T oon. I  th in k t he  movem ent  ag ain st A fg ha ni stan  was prim ar ily  
a localized  ac tion to sho re u p a tot te ring  regime which th ey  them selves 
ha d ins tal led , an d th is was  more or  less a st an da rd  Sov iet  pol icy  of  
never re trea tin g f rom  a position  of  pow er once the y have est abl ished i t. «

Th e only e xception to th at of  cou rse in recent  ye ars  has been in Ir an  
in  1946 when they  recogn ized  we ha d com plete nu cle ar  and m ili ta ry  
su pe rio rit y,  and  the y had  to back  down.

I  th in k at  the  same time  you cannot exclude  the p ossib ili ty th at  they  
also  ha d in mind  th is  move as a fu rther  step in  th e enc ircl ement  of  
Ch ina , bu t I  do n’t th in k i t is t ied ex clus ively or  even im po rtan tly  to ou r 
move wi th rega rd  to  the  Chinese.

SOVIET -VIETN AM  TIES

Mr. M ica. Dr . Pe tro v.
Mr . P etrov. I  w an t to develop  th e subject  a lit tle  fur th er . Th e emer

gence o f the A merica n-C hinese  connection h as  def ini tely  inf luenced the  
Sov iets in  app ly in g more  pre ssure up on  th ei r al lies  in recent  years . F or
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instance, the Vietnamese kept turn ing down fo r a long time Moscow’s 
demands to station  thei r supplies and intelligence faci lities in Vietnam 
but a fter  the Chinese with our presumed acquiescence had tau ght  them 
a lesson early in 1979, Hanoi  relented and from what I  hear, Cam ranh 
Bay and Danang are now almost full-fledged Soviet bases. To reinsure 
themselves vis-a-vis China, the Vietnamese had to accommodate Soviet 
interests. There is no sentimenta lity involved he re; we know tha t the 
Soviets have never part icularly  liked the Vietnamese—or vice versa. 
Help ing Hanoi was very costly fo r Moscow during the Vietnam war 
which, in addition, messed up Soviet plans to move toward detente with 
the United States . I t’s no secret that the Soviets pressured the Vietnam
ese fo r negotiations in Pari s, and Hanoi  didn’t like it either. But  the 
change in the strateg ic p icture  in the  la st few years made the leaders 
both in Moscow and Hanoi forget  the ir feelings. Since Vietnam’s 
security depends heavily on Soviet support,  it  had  to reckon with So
viet wishes.

I t works both ways. For instance, the Soviets initi ally did not favor  
a Vietnamese incursion in Cambodia. Bu t perce iving a grea ter threat  
of China, backed by the United States, and confronted with the 
Vietnamese’ stubborn drive to dominate Indochina , the Soviets had 
no choice but to underwrite Hano i’s ambitions. I don’t doubt tha t 
Hanoi  in many ways is very independent from Moscow.

Mr. Wolff. But do you th ink tha t they would have engaged in tha t 
incursion if they did  not have the consent of the Soviets?

Mr. Petrov. I  would no t exclude that at all. I think we unde rrate  
very badly the determination of Hanoi to pursue its own policies in 
the region of Southeast Asia.

Mr. Wolff. B ut they could not  have had they not had the mili tary  
supplies from the Soviet Union.

Mr. Petrov. The Soviets are no more capable of cuttin g off sup
plies to Vietnam because of policy differences with Hanoi than  we are 
of cutting off supplies to , let’s say, Is rael,  although Israe l sometimes 
pursues policies at variance with  the American interest. A great power 
does not lightly break relations  with an allied nation only because the 
latt er a t the moment insists on pursuing its own selfish interests.

There are limits to which anv government which wants to play a 
major role in international affairs can go in forcing it s will upon its 
junior allies. If  i t start s bring ing the relations to the breaking point, 
it ’ll end up being rather  lonely.

SENSITIVITY ON FRIENDSHIPS

One thin g which impressed me in my conversations with the Chinese 
is the extreme sensitivity with which they treat, friendships. They 
don’t have tha t many nations  which they can call friends, but  they 
have some. N orth Korea is one. Pol Po t’s Kampuchea  was another. 
Pakistan  is yet another. They still lament the loss of Albania  which 
was at a cer tain point in history a Chinese friend. Generally speaking, 
a country which doesn’t have friends  in the world cannot function 
internationally in any impressive way.

We have so many friends tha t we are rather careless about them. 
We don’t care very much whether  they approve or disapprove what 
we are doing. We don’t consult with them often. We are strong and
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wealthy, and our interests and influence are global in a real sense, and 
we are often tempted to push our friends around.

The Chinese don’t do tha t, and the Soviets don’t do that,  at least 
publicly, unless a hidden crisis erupts and the appearance of frien d
ship can’t be preserved any longer.

Mr. olff. 1 ou said we had many friends. I would just like to ex
press th at my grand mother would say you are a mouth to God’s ears. 
See, I don’t thin k we have that many friends.

INTERDEPENDENCIES

Mr. Petrov. We don’t have affectionate friends. [Laughter.]
But we have very many nations in the world which have become in

terdependent with Us economically and politically, certainly insofar 
as Europe or Jap an is concerned. Some kind of bond or affinity re
mains even if we dislike what  they are doing, or they disapprove of 
what we are doing.

These are not sentimental friendships, but na tions which depend on 
each other sometimes go out of their  way to accommodate others.

Mr. Wolff. These are more dependencies than friendships.
Mr. Petrov. Of course.
Mr. Wolff. T hat  is a difference here. That is one of the thing s I 

thin k we ought to investigate in this part icular hearing,  the question 
of whether or not it is a dependency, whether or not we are building  
a relationship with China based upon a dependency or whether we 
are basing it upon a friendship  and common interest. I think  tha t is 
one of the very basic elements that is involved here.

I strongly feel th at our relationship with the People’s Republic of 
China is dependent upon common interes t and not just based upon a 
common adversary. If  it is based upon a common adversary, then 
sometime in the futur e tha t common adversary will not be there, and 
the relationship will be nonexistent. Therefore, I think it is important 
for us and for you who are the sovietologists and the sinologists to 
look at the common interests.

The question is whether or not military assistance is a common in
terest  fo r us and is a point for the basis of our discussions here today.

Mr. Petrov. I entirely agree with you, Mr. Chairman. I entirely 
agree with you.

Mr. Mica. It  is good to see that. In  fact, Mr. Chairman, before we 
finish this hearing I  would just like to say i f my sense is correct, th is 
whole panel agrees with everything tha t each of the other members 
are saying. Is th at tru e ? [La ugh ter. ]

Mr. Toon. No I don’t.
Mr. Mica. I  did n’t think so.

soviet intentions

Mr. Toon. Fi rst  of all, I  agree with the Congressman, and frankly, 
I think  all four of us here agree basically with the thrust  of what 
the Congressman is saying with regard  to our relationship with the 
Chinese, but  I  do not share the rath er curious assessment of Soviet 
motivations and Soviet ambitions which Dr. Petrov has expounded at 
some length.



I do not necessarily feel tha t the Soviets would do us in, as Dr. 
Petrov put it. I think frank ly they would consider doing us in if, in 
fact, they could do so without  acceptable damage to themselves.

I feel this world will become a very dangerous place in terms of 
Soviet ambitions a nd their  intentions to realize those ambitions if we 
should collapse our milit ary posture and give the Soviets the impres
sion t hat  we do not have the guts, and the wherewithal, and the re
sources, and the national  determination to protect our vital interests 
wherever they may be threatened. Tha t is when the Soviets will think  
seriously about doing us in. So long as we remain strong and so long 
as they  understand tha t we have the ability and the national will to 
protect our vital interests where they are threatened, then of course 
they are not going to think along those lines.

I do not have the same sort of optimistic apprecia tion of long- 
range Soviet aims as Dr. Petrov has. I  just wanted to make t ha t clear 
for the record.

I also want to point out that I think perhaps  none of us knows 
precisely what the Soviets said to the Vietnamese before the Viet
namese invaded Kampuchea. I don’t know, for example, tha t the 
Soviets tried  to discourage the Vietnamese from moving against 
Kampuchea. Certainly one thi ng we know, and  tha t is on the record, 
is tha t the Soviets signed the ir trea ty of alliance 3 days before the 
Vietnamese move. Clearly, the Vietnamese knew that they had tha t 
sort of backing at least from the Soviets. I f, in fact, the Soviets were 
unhap py about th is move, i t was not because of what the Vietnamese 
might do ; it was because of what the Chinese migh t do aga inst Viet
nam, which in turn  would put  the Soviets in a difficult position, in 
terms of their  alliance with the Vietnamese and the ir general rela
tionship  with any Communist ally tha t was threate ned by some
one else.

I just wanted to get that  on the record.

TA IW AN  and CHIN A

Mr. Mica. Ambassador, I thou ght you ha d something to say along 
those lines.

I would just like to ask this  last question. Obviously I have tried  
to steer away from this, but there has been a grea t dispute  amongst 
the Presidential  candidates on o ur Taiwan-China relationship.

One of the things  t hat  bothers me is their knowledge of the politi
cal process, the in timate details of the process. Do they have an under
standing of what we’re going throu gh rig ht now, wh at this rhetoric 
does or does not mean ? Is there  any sense of immediacy to  say some 
of the threa ts or comments as they may be perceived from either of 
the Presid entia l candidates  w ith regard to Taiwan or China?

Wh at is the unders tanding, if one of you know th is, of the Chinese 
of this process ? Most of the American people say there are 500 prom
ises, and we will be lucky to get 50 of them. This is a process we go 
through. Some of this is meant to be serious, and we can tell by 
innuendo, by comment, whether it is really a solid position or a politi
cal position or something that is current today and may be gone 
tomorrow.

Is there a sense of this, and parti cularly in the trans lation  into 
something like the Chinese press? Tha t concerns me because some
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of  the  comm ents  have been, I thou gh t, wi th  al l due respect to  Gove rno r 
Reagan, a li tt le  difficult.

Mr. Garrett. I w ould make one comment on tha t. I  th in k the  Chin ese 
leader s hav e th ei r own dom estic po lit ical  prob lems, ju st  as ours do. 
Our  leaders say t hing s t ow ard foreign  powers  of ten  a imed at  domestic 
audience s. I  t hi nk  th at  the  arrang em en t ca refu lly  worked out by the 
Car te r admin ist ra tio n,  worked ou t by  several  ad min ist ra tio ns  on 
Ta iw an ------

Mr. M ica. And  the  Congress.

ch ina’s domestic problems

Mr.  Garrett. A nd  the  Congres s, was  an im po rta nt  one. I t  was  no t 
the pr im ar y issue  i n Un ite d Sta tes -Ch inese relations, bu t the y ha d to  
work i t ou t a t home.  A nd  i f it  looks like  to oth er people in Ch ina th at 
th at  is com ing  undone  fro m sta tem ents made in the Un ite d State s, 
I  s uspect th at rai ses  a  poli tical problem dom est ica lly fo r the Chinese , 
pa rti cu la rly wi th  t he ir  p oli tical processes th at are  go ing  on in Ch ina  
righ t now.

I th in k in  th at con tex t it  migh t be the bes t way  to in te rp re t the 
reac tion . One  simp le c omment is t hat  i t may be a g esture  t o Pr es iden t 
Car te r also. Th ey  probably recognize the im pact of  th ei r sta tem ent s. 

UNITED  STATES-PEOPLE’s  REPUBLIC OF CH INA RELA TION SHIP

Mr.  W olff. I f  you don’t mind a com men t at  th at  po int , I rea lly  
th in k we sho uld  go a lit tle  bi t fu rthe r th an  that . F ir st  of all,  in so fa r 
as dom estic  consumptio n by the Ch inese people is concerned , th at which  
the lea dersh ip desires  to  rea ch  the  Chinese peop le will  reach the 
Chinese  peop le;  o the rwi se it  w ill not. T hat  is po in t No. 1.

I  th in k i t goes f ar  beyond questions  of  ju st  the  dom estic  con sum ptio n 
of  the  Chinese. I  th ink it  goes to a very sensitive nerve th at exi sts  in  
the re latio nship  between the Pe op le’s Republic of  Ch ina  an d the  
Un ite d Sta tes . I  t hi nk  we were very ca refu l an d it  was worked  o ut  in  
the  m ost minu te de tai l. I  can  tel l you th at  the whole question of  the  
norm ali za tio n process was one th at  evolved in a fa ir ly  obtuse fashio n 
ra th er  than  a d ire ct  one, as  a r esul t of  a pos itio n c hange th at  was t aken  
by th e Pe op le’s Republic of Ch ina .

' On that  basi s I  th in k it is very  dangerou s fo r us to t am pe r wi th  t hat  
process. I t  i s no t a que stio n of coal consu mp tion by the Chinese, bu t 
it is the ir  pe rce ption  o f a  rela tio nship  th at the y hav e b ui lt.  Th ey  have  
made ce rta in  concess ions, and we hav e made certa in concessions,  and 
Ta iw an  has  made ce rta in concessions.

W hy  jus t t hrow  a ll of th at to  the  w ind  and st ar t th is  w hole process 
all  over ag ain  ? I  think  that  is  the  i m po rta nt  e lement th at  i s involve d.

LACK OF CONTI NUITY

Mr. P etrov. I  believe you  can  m ake  a step beyond th at , Mr . Cha ir 
man , and say  th at  l ack  o f conti nu ity  in  Am erican  fo re ign policy  and 
un pr ed ic tabi lit y of  A merican pol itic s in influen cing fo re ign policy in 
gen era l is a source of  majo r dis tress bo th  to  fri en dly and un fri en dly 
cou ntr ies  all  ove r the  world.
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Wash ing ton  has a hal f dozen cen ters  o f pow er, excludin g Congres s, an d if  you inc lud e Con gress, you  probably hav e to  add 535 ce nters o f pow er more. W e are inc lined  to eas ily excuse ourselves.  W e say  t hat is the way  we are , th at  is how  ou r polit ica l process works. But  forei gn  governm ents which  are  no rm all y deali ng  wi th othe r governments as un its  cons tan tly  st ra in  them selv es wa tch ing  the Am erican  polit ica l scene so as to pred ic t wha t su rpris e is go ing  to come nex t. Th ey  are alw ays kept  in a sta te  o f suspense  on any domestical ly sensitiv e issue  inv olv ing  U.S . policy. And  there are  lots of  such  issues in the world  tod ay.
Mr.  Mica. I  believe Am bassa dor Ga rth off ha d a clos ing comm ent.Mr. Garthoff. I  wil l be very bri ef.  By  the way, I  general ly agree with  the  observation D r. Pe trov  ju st  mad e. I  w an ted  to  add a comm ent a moment  ago  alo ng  the l ine  wh ich  th e g entlema n h as alr eady  set  f or th  very well.
I  th in k it is likely  th a t the  Chinese  have ha d a domestic  audienc e am ong elem ents  infl uen cing decisions with in  th at cou ntry, bu t I  also th in k t hat they d id  very muc h have  in  m ind  ta ki ng  a s tro ng  pos itio n as a m at te r o f pr inc iple,  an d to in fluence a ll of  Am eri can  po lit ica l f igures, includ ing Go verno r R eagan bu t inclu din g o the rs as well , to  em phasize  th at  they  wante d no change made in th is  situa tio n.
They m ay be taki ng  a str on ge r p osi tion th an  th ey  co uld  live with  i f some change  were made,  bu t nonethe less , it  is a m at te r wh ich  is of  gr ea t importance, and on which  the y wa nte d to sta ke  out a cle ar an d st ro ng  position,  in  part  pro bably  to  influence  th e pos itio ns th a t are tak en  du ring  the elec tion  cam paign, bu t also beyo nd.
Mr.  P ritchard. It  was ta ilor  made , wasn ’t i t?
Mr.  Mica. Than k you, M r. C ha irm an.
Mr.  W olff. Than k you.
One po in t is as people who are ex pe rt in the analy sis  of  Sovie t a ffa irs , do you th in k th at  the Sov iets  wi ll move upon  the Chinese  ?

SO VIET -CHI NE SE  AGGRESSION

Mr.  Toon. I th in k there is at  least cir cu msta nt ia l evidence, th at  at  one po int in the fa ir ly  rec ent  pa st  there was  ser ious con sidera tion wi thin the  Po lit bu ro  g iven to a quick, sur gic al str ike ag ains t Chi nese nucle ar fac ilit ies . So th a t I  th in k you cannot exclude  th is  pos sib ilit y.As you know, ju st  to ca rry th is  r ep or t a lit tle  b it  f ur th er , there was  a rumo r to the effect th at  the Sov iets  consult ed us about th is  possibil ity . I can tel l y ou fro m m y own personal  k now ledge th is never t ook  place . As fa r as 1 am  a ware,  the  S oviets  neve r con sul ted  us about th is  po ss ib ili ty ; it was  nev er br oac hed to  anybody in  an y official responsib le position .
But  I  th in k th at ba ck grou nd  ind ica tes  to  you  th at  a t some po in t depend ing  on th ei r perce pti on  o f where we’re go ing  w ith  t he  Chinese , the y could pos sibly go back to a consider ation of  some sort of  an a ttac k on the  Chinese.
We ll, Dr . Pe trov  is sh ak ing his  head.
Mr. P etrov. I  beg to disagree.
Mr. T oon. I  expected th at .
Mr . P etrov. W na t A mb ass ador  To on ju st  sa id is unlikely to ha pp en  an y tim e soon. Th e ga p betw een Moscow and Pe ki ng  is  too  big. As to
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the other question, there were rumors to tha t effect, tha t the idea of 
a surgical strike against Chinese nuclear facilities was once consid
ered hut quietly shelved. The Soviets do no t regard  a military solu
tion as a practical solution of th eir dispute with China.

Mr. Mica. But there was consideration.
Mr. P etrov. Only once, in 1969 when their  rela tions came to a boil

ing point , and not  since.
Such plans are of little  relevance. I ’m sure we have contingency 

plans for invading Canada and Mexico, but so what ? [Laughter.]
Afte r all, people in the Government have to earn their salaries in 

one way or another. [Laughter.]
Mr. Toon. Sometimes. But, we do not have contingency plans for 

the invasion of Canada. [Laughter.]
Mr. P etrov. I still suspect that  somebody in the Pentagon probably 

has a  little  folder where he puts the product of a few minutes of his 
work.

Mr. Toon. Keep it quiet. [Laugh ter.]
Mr. P etrov. But talk ing seriously-----
Mr. Wolff. Any resemblance to people living or dead is purely 

coincidental at this point, is t ha t righ t? [Laughter.]
Mr. P etrov. The Soviets would have to feel gravely  threatened be

fore they would seriously consider a strike agains t China. I do not 
foresee them doing it  just to get rid of a strategic threat south of the 
border. This kind of action is of such dimensions, and the worldwide 
consequences for the Soviet Union are bound to be so drastic tha t the  
losses would outweigh the  gains by fa r. I do not regard  the Soviets as 
a bunch of crazy adventurers or suicidal maniacs.

MILITARY ASSISTANCE

Mr. Wolff. By now we have come to the  other  point,  the other side 
of the question. If  we do not countenance a Soviet move, then why the 
milit ary assistance program to the  People’s Republic of China ?

Mr. P etrov. To the People’s Republic of China ?
Mr. W olff. Our program t ha t Mr. Garrett talked about.
Mr. P etrov. China, as it is now, already causes problems for the So

viets, first of all economic. There are sizable budget allocations to 
mainta in 45 divisions along the Chinese border which have to be 
clothed, trained, equipped, e t cetera, with all the resources taken out 
of the civilian economy. This is a costly proposition.

From the Soviet perspective, any increase in Chinese milit ary pow
er would require an increase of the ir own power, to contain China. The 
Soviets can spare only that  much and no more for the ir mil itary  needs.

Mr. Wolff. Then why should we not engage in a program of assist
ing China to make it more costly to the Soviet Union?

Mr. P etrov. So that the  Soviets will go bankru pt ? This one strategy 
has been discussed for years in this city : to expend the Soviets into 
bankruptcy by accelerating our mili tary  buildup. If  we feel rich 
enough, I  suppose the idea may have some merit. But to implement 
it, we don’t have to go via China. If  we increase our own power, forc
ing the Soviets to match it, we at  least reta in the ultimate control over 
it, whereas building up the might of China which is not and never 
will be under our control is a very different matter.

Mr. Wolff. I f we had Boardwalk and Park Place. [Laughter.]
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vice president’s statement

Mr. Pritchard. I was very disturbed  by a statement t he Vice P resi 
dent made when he said—I believe it was in  Peking —tha t your ene
mies shall be our enemies.

I will ask you, Ambassador, how did tha t type of t alk  strike you ?
Mr. Toon. Well, fra nkly , I have not been a t all happy  w ith t he way 

in which we have normalized our relations with the Chinese, and this 
has been no secret. T complained about it from Moscow both publicly 
and in message to Washington. Certain ly tha t sort of statement is 
precisely the sort of statement tha t we should not be making.

I would be in total disagreement with t ha t approach. I thin k fra nk
ly we ought to be a little  more rationa l, less emotional in how we han
dle the problem—the way we handled Deng Xaiop ing when he was 
over here I  tho ught  was disgusting and disgraceful. It  sort of reflected 
an emotional tie between ourselves and the Chinese which may exist 
at some point but does not exist at the present time. I thin k the Vice 
Pres iden t’s statement should be considered the same way.

Mr. W olff. Excuse me fo r inter rupt ing, but you made a statement , 
and I must say since I  was pa rt of being close to the Vice Pre mier, I 
differ with your reaction to this because we have been received in the 
same fashion in the Peop le’s Republic of China.

Mr. Toon. I wasn’t t alking about the  way in which you tr eated him.
I was talk ing about the way other people treated him.

Mr. Wolff. I think we should treat him as a guest and as a person 
who we hope to have continued relations with. I ’m sorry  to  in ter rup t 
you, but  I ]us t don’t go along  with that.  We get into a bad spot when 
we sta rt to get into characterizations. That is all I am saying, Mr. 
Ambassador.

I think it is most important tha t we treat the relations hip with the 
People’s Republic of China  as we tre at the relations hip with any 
country of the world, not in any special way n ot because of  the fact 
there exists a Soviet Union, but because there exists a People’s Re
public of China with whom we have to have some sort  of relationship.

Mr. Toon. I agree with  that .

RA PPRO CH EM EN T W IT H  CH IN A

Mr. P ritchard. I  guess the last point is I  have  been worr ied not so 
much about the rapprochement tha t w’e are having w ith China, which 
I think  is the righ t thing,  but I guess it is the speed of the time frame. 
We seem to be moving so rap idly, maybe fas ter than  we a ctually have 
a policy. We may be runn ing ahead of our roadmap.

We are out ahead because as Americans we always want to do things 
quickly and do it now. Do you feel we are  in control over where we are 
going in tha t relationship?

Mr. Toon. As I said before, and perhaps I will agita te the Chair
man, it is not just the tempo tha t bothers me. Tha t bothered me in 
Moscow. I t bothered us when we were trying to work out the SALT 
agreement, as you know, but it is also the way and the atmosphere in 
which we are  doing th is sort of t hing  which frank ly disturbs  me.

As I said in my opening remarks, I  certa inly agree and agree whole
hearte dly with the policy of normalizing our relationsh ips with the



130

Chinese. It  is a policy which was s trongly recommended by us profes
sionals years ago in the Foreign Service, but I thin k we ought to do 
it without any illusions, we should look at the problem in terms of 
our own national interest. That is the  way I feel.

Mr. Wolff. Thank you very much for you r time and the gr eat depth 
of knowledge tha t you have given to us. We certainly  will follow 
through on many recommendations.

The subcommittee stands adjourned.
[Whereupon, at 4 :40 p.m., the hearin g was adjourned.]
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THE UNITED STATES AND THE PEOPLE’S REPUB LIC 
OF CHIN A: ISSUES FOR THE 1980’S

TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 23, 1980

H ouse of Representatives,
w Committee on F oreign Affairs,

Subcommittee on A sian  and P acific  Affairs,
Was king ton, D.G.

The subcommittee met at 3 :05 p.m. in room 2200, Rayburn House 
Office Building, Hon. Lester L. Wolff (chairman of the subcommit
tee) presiding.

Mr. W olff . The subcommittee will come to order.
I must beg your forgiveness. I apologize to  all of you for taking 

so much of your time. We had a series of votes on the floor tha t were 
carried over from yesterday  which I thought would be about 10 or 
15 minutes and i t worked out to be ju st about an hour. We hope that 
the votes have concluded by now.

Today, the Subcommittee on Asian and Pacific Affa irs resumes its 
current series of hearings on United States-China policy, and rela
tions between W ashington and Peking, with special emphasis  on the 
influence of those re lations  on the broader context of Uni ted States- 
Chinese-Soviet relations.

Today’s hea ring is actually “pa rt two” of our August  26 hearing, 
at which our witnesses focused on the broader strateg ic context of 
the United  States-China relationsh ip. In  contras t, the opening hear 
ing of the series, on J uly  22, dwelt upon the United  States-the Peo
ple’s Republic of China b ilateral relationship and the concrete steps 
we can take to  build a  strong and enduring re lationship with China— 

« one capable of avoiding the radical and wrenching swings which have 
historically characterized our relations.

Many of our witnesses, and I, speaking as a member of this  sub
committee, have cautioned against a United States-China relationship 

■ which appears to be based on solely an anti-Soviet relationship, or 
alliance of some sort.

At our last hearing , there were differences between at least two of 
the witnesses over the issue of Soviet reactions to the United States- 
Chinese relationship. We hope that  that  debate will be continued today, 
if not finally settled.

GROWING MILIT ARY TIES

We place great reliance and hope upon you who sit at this table. 
Also of importance, a t our last hearing,  was testimony indica ting tha t 
despite the recent public and press interes t on the growing strategic 
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and military  ties between China and the United States, there is a sub
stantia l body of opinion tha t such a relationship has actually  been 
fundamental since the early 1970’s.

Fur ther , as Banning G arre tt advanced in testimony on his research, 
he has concluded both the Department  of Sta te and the Department of 
Defense have long been engaged in detailed studies on ways and means 
of effecting a strategic and milit ary relationship with the People’s 
Republic of China.

Just how much of those plans have been or will be carried over into 
policy remains to be seen. As for th is subcommittee, I would note th at *
we are attemp ting to persuade the executive branch to declassify some 
of the studies involved, so that we can reach our own determination on the facts.

As I have commented at previous hearings, we continue to share with *■ 
many of our witnesses a general concern tha t there is a lack of clarity 
and definition in United States-China relations, and tha t this is illus
trated by both the apparent  ambigui ty of many of the administrat ion’s 
statements and actions, both in the past, and of late.

EXPORT LICENSES

For  example, the administrat ion has attempted to pass off as both an 
exaggeration, and “old news,” a repo rt stemming from the Perry- 
Dineen mission tha t some 400 expor t licenses have been granted 
China.

In fact, we now discover that  the figure should be approaching 600 
licenses. The fact tha t many people in Washington, and Peking, whose 
jobs should entail such knowledge in fact did not know, would seem 
on the face of it, to illustrate our concern that  the policy of this and past 
administrations is unclear, and not adequately stated—both within and 
without  government.

To conclude, then, I would recal l the four key questions which we 
posed at the outset of our previous hearing, and ask t ha t our distin
guished witnesses feel free to deal with them as they think useful.

I would like to welcome Leslie Gelb, former Director of the State 
Departmen t’s Bureau of Politica l and Military  Affairs ; Richard  Pipes 
of Harvard University, and the Committee on Present  Danger; and , 
Ross Terr ill, also of Harvard , and au thor of a recent biography on Mao 
Tse-tung.

I want you to know th at we do not specifically ask Mr. T erri ll and 
Mr. Pipes come before this committee because my opponent in the » 
present election w rote a book about Harvard , but merely because we 
think  you are expert in your own field and can contribute to the overall 
debate that is taking place.

KEY CONCERNS

These are the key questions we have been posing our witnesses:
Firs t. W hat results  can we expect with our new ties with the People’s 

Republic of China to have on the U.S.S.R. ? What sort of a reaction can 
we expect should the United States-People’s Republic of China rela
tionship develop an increasingly milit ary nature  ?

Second. Bearing in mind our historic lack of understanding of China 
and ou r failure  to foresee major sh ifts in Chinese policy, how clear of
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an u nderstanding  do we have on Peking’s intentions to ward th e United 
States  and of our role in China’s policy vis-a-vis the Soviet Union?

Thir d. Can we realistical ly expect the Soviet Union to p ut aside 20 
years of conflict wi th China and view th e Sino-American relations hip 
in a b ilatera l context and n ot directed agains t the U.S.S.R. ?

Four th. Fina lly, some Pentagon officers are reported to judge tha t 
U.S. milita ry ties with China are an important “quick fix” for the re
cent widely publicized strateg ic imbalance in East-W est relations; is 
there an element of th is k ind of t hink ing in our  cur rent  policy toward 
China?

I made a long statement  so I  guess we will let you make long state 
ments but if  you could summarize your statements or give them in their  
entire ty they will all be included in the record.

Mr. Gelb, I would like you to lead off, if  you please.

STATEMENT OF LES LIE  GELB, FELLOW, CARNEGIE ENDOWMENT 
FOR INTERNATIONAL PEACE

Mr. Gelb. As you know, Mr. Chairman , I have no prepared state
ment. You agreed to tak e me naked on this and what I will do is sum
marize my summary in the hope of meeting your objective of finally 
settling what we should do about tria ngu lar diplomacy, although I 
suspect the final settlement will be tha t there is no settlement.

I  will cover three  areas th at you suggested in your lette r to me. Fir st, 
tria ngu lar  diplomacy as a framework fo r U.S. policy; second, how the 
Soviets may see thi s; and thir dly,  remarks on U.S. policy.

Necessarily this will all be c ryptic  and there wifi be many thing s 
tha t there is not time to say.

Mr. Wolff. We will give  you the oppor tunity  for revising and ex
tending.

Mr. Gelb. Than k you very much. Fir st, the framework for  U.S. 
policy. The two areas th at  I would like to touch on here are, one, t ri 
angu lar diplomacy as a startin g point for thinking  about U.S. global 
strateg y an d; second, tria ngu lar  diplomacy and the issue of U.S. in
fluence on the Soviet Union.

TRIANGULAR DIPLOMACY

On the first, tr ian gul ar diplomacy as a startin g point for thinking  
about global stra tegy. Here  I  th ink the first point to unders tand is tha t 
Sino-Soviet reconciliation or confron tation would be dangerous for 
the United States. If  they reconcile, I thin k we must f rank ly s tate t ha t 
it would cause us some real st rategic problems, that,  is if  there is a true  
and full reconciliation. I f there is confrontation, t ha t would also cause 
us problems because there would be the dange r of U.S. involvement.

Thus, from the beginning of the opening of U.S. policy toward  
China, there has been a requirement  for balance in our relations be
tween C hina and the Soviet Union. But balance has been increasingly 
difficult to  mainta in because China has been and is very weak and an 
evenhanded policy between Moscow and Pekin g necessarily favors 
Moscow because Peking  is the weaker. So I thin k over time the previous 
admin istration and this admin istrat ion began to lean somewhat to
ward China. Thus, tria ngu lar  diplomacy, as Mr. Kissinger initia lly 
established it, died an inevitable and natu ral death.
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The central strategic questions are now not whether one can estab
lish an evenhanded policy—I think th at is past—the questions are now 
how fa r should we lean toward China and what effects will it have on 
our relations with the Soviet Union ?

AFF ECT  OF U .S . IN FLU EN C E ON MOSCOW

This brings up the whole question of how tria ngu lar diplomacy 
affects U.S. influence on Moscow. There are two points here that  I thinK 
ought to be addressed. F irs t, the  str uctur al influence that  we have over 
the Soviet Union by virtue of the fact of the Sino-Soviet sp lit ; and 
second, the policy influence that we have as a resul t of specific decisions 
tha t we take or don’t take.

I thin k th at the two often get confused. They oug ht to be separated. 
In  my own mind there is no doubt we do derive some struc tural  in
fluence from the fact of the Sino-Soviet split. I t means tha t on virtually 
every issue China and the Soviet Union will take opposing views. This 
gives the United States some freedom to maneuver in  situations and 
some freedom to stand aside i f we choose.

The fact of the s plit between China and the Soviet Union has also, 
I think, created certain dispositions in Moscow to try  to get along 
with us better.

Policy influence, t ha t is, influence as a result of decisions we make 
here, is a very highly judgmen tal question. How much do we get out 
of the part icular games we play or don’t play with Peking? Some 
argue tha t we do get influence, even considerable influence, over Mos
cow by making certain moves toward  Peking. You will remember 
tha t Henrv  Kissinger argued tha t the opening toward  China was 
the move th at t riggered the Soviets in deciding to settle disputes over 
Berlin and finally moving towar d the SALT  I agreements. Others 
could argue, too, and I  think jus t as convincingly, tha t the Soviets 
had many additional reasons for moving toward detente wi th us quite 
apa rt from China policy and tha t they would have signed the SALT 
agreement whether or not we had opened relations with China.

But  some argue quite the reverse, Mr. Chairman. They argue tha t 
to the extent we do a variety of new things, establish new relations 
with Peking,  it will have the opposite effect on Moscow; tha t is, it 
will make Moscow tougher tow ard us, less likely to compromise their 
differences with us. These people point most recently to the conflict 
between the decision to normalize relations with the People’s Republic 
of China and the Soviet decision in December 1979 not to conclude 
the SAL T I I  agreement.

I personally think  tha t this is an issue on which there is a lot of 
emotion and very little evidence to establish the trut h. To us what 
goes on inside the Politbu ro is still a black hole and we are not quite 
sure why th ey do or  do not do things. But as you know, though we 
don’t know the tru th or how to establish it on something like this, 
it is nonetheless a part icularly  highly charged political issue and 
foreign policy issue.

VIE W FRO M MOSCOW

How far  do you go toward Peking in tryi ng to establish more i n
fluence over Moscow or how fa r might  you go in damaging United  
States-Soviet relat ions severely ?
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This all raises the second area I am g ettin g at, how the  t rian gul ar 
diplomacy is seen from Moscow. Like anyone who approaches this 
subject, you end up guessing and guessing severely.

These are my guesses. Fir st, under current circumstances based on 
the conversations I  had on my recent trip to the Soviet Union,  I  th ink 
tha t Soviet leaders are th inking about China increasingly as a strategic 
alternative to the United States. They see relations with us deter iorat 
ing and they are  think ing about both Western Europe' and China as an 
alternative to trying to get along with us.

Accordingly, I  thi nk they pursue a policy of try ing  to keep the door 
open toward improving relations in Peking. But as I talked to them 
and as they acknowledged th is is something they are tryi ng to do, I 
think they are also qui te realistic t ha t there  isn’t much possibility of a 
reconciliation between them. In fact, they expect relations between 
themselves and the People’s Republic of China to certainly get no 
bette r and maybe even get worse as well.

Consequently, tha t is the sho rt leg of the Soviet reactions to tria ngu 
lar  diplomacy, tryi ng to keep the door open to China. The long leg is 
to regard China as public enemy No. 1.

PUBLIC ENEMY NO. 1

The Soviets, in saying China is public enemy No. 1, also acknowl
edge their  paranoia. They say, yes, it is true, we may be going over
board about the thre at from China today. They are more a political 
rival than a milita ry thre at, but they will become a real milita ry 
thre at in the future , so say Soviet officials. Consequently, they say tha t 
they want to deal with  th e People’s Republic from a clear power posi
tion now, from a clear position of military superiority.

In my conversations with  Soviet officials, I pointed out to them that  
they have at least three times as many forces s ittin g on the Chinese 
border as they need to defend th e Soviet Union and that they have all 
their lines of communication a nd command and  control centers sit ting  
rig ht on the border of China. This is ha rdly  a disposition for defen
sive action.

The reaction to th is wa s: Ex act ly; tha t is r ight.  We do have much 
more power there than we need and that  is the  way we are going to 
keep it; so there is no doubt in the minds of Chinese leaders or any
body else about our superiority.

But they are playing  more toward  the future , I think, than  toward 
the present and they do realize tha t their parano ia to the contrary 
notwi thstan ding the real threat  from China is somewhere way down 
the line—milita ry thre at.

But because of the parano ia and because of the various points on 
which P eking  and Moscow conflict, one can’t exclude the  use of force 
by the  Soviet Union against China, though highly unlikely.

CONCLUSIONS FOR U.S. POLICY

Finally, what conclusion can one draw for U.S. policy? There are 
reams of them, all highly judgmenta l.

Let me make two points briefly. W hat we have done so fa r with the 
People's Republic, could be viewed and has been viewed, as be ing too 
much too soon, and t here have always been people who will make tha t

66-437 0 - 8 1 - 1 0
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arg um ent. But  i t is f ar fro m cle ar  to  me th at  the  moves we h ave ta ke n 
so fa r have ha d any last ing nega tiv e effect  on Un ite d Sta tes -So vie t 
relations. Despi te the  arg um ents at  the tim e th a t alm ost  all  of these  
moves wou ld severely dam age  Uni ted State s-S oviet  rel ations, I don’t 
th ink thi s ha s hap pen ed.

Th e Sov iets are  obviously un ha pp y an d an gr y with  wha t we have 
done  with  th e Sov iet  Un ion b ut  we cou ld h ave  done more th an  we did . 
We  cou ld hav e tak en  ad di tio na l steps and it  is no t cle ar to  me th at  
Sovie t behavior  would  ha ve been  m uch  more  dif ficult th an  i t has been.

NO  PE RM ANENT DAMAGE

Second,  al l that  said, we  have gone  th is  far wi th  Chin a—an d I  do n’t 
th ink it  has  i n any  way  pe rm an en tly  hin dered  our re la tio ns  wi th  the 
Sov iet Un ion  or  m ade  them worse th an  they  wou ld have been  othe r
wise—that said, I  thi nk  where we are now  w ith  th e Pe op le’s R epu blic 
is a  good plac e to  stop. W ha t I  mean  is th at  we need  n ot  open a ny  new 
doors. Th e doors th at  h ave been ope ned  I  t hi nk  are  sufficient fo r now 
and the immedia te fu ture . We  ou gh t to stop an d see where  we wa nt 
and ex pec t U.S . re lat ion s w ith  Moscow to go an d th en  see where Un ite d 
State s-C hin a re lat ion s fit in. I  th in k th e s ta rt in g p oin t, o f how we thin k 
abo ut ou r sit ua tio n in the world , is Moscow. I t  is the focal po int  and 
we ha ve to  r ethink  th a t re la tio ns hip fir st and then  see where  we wa nt 
to  go with  Ch ina  next .

Tha nk  you.
Mr.  Mica [p resid ing] . Dr . Pipe s, would  you like to  proc eed  at  th is  

tim e?

STATEMENT OF RICHARD PIP ES, PROFESSOR OF HISTORY, 
HARVARD UNIVER SITY

Mr. P ipe s. I hav e no  prep ared  sta tem ent, M r. Ch air ma n. I  wi ll s peak 
fro m loose notes . I  w ill addre ss my sel f t o t he  f ou r que stio ns th at h ave 
been posed by  Mr. Wolff  but I  wi ll be gin  wi th a br ie f ge ne ral  sta tem ent .

In  gen era l, I  at tach  enormo us im portance to  im pro ved r ela tio ns  wi th 
the Pe op le’s Republic of  Ch ina . I  th in k th is  re la tio ns hip has in tro
duced a vast change in the glo bal balanc e of  power. I t  is com parable 
to the gr ea t d iplom atic rev olu tions th at  ha ve occ urred in  the  las t cen
tu ry  w ith  p rofoun d eff ects: F or exa mple, the all iance between Fr an ce  
and Ru ssi a in the  1880’s which confr on ted  the Germans  with  a two- 
fron t w ar  an d e ssentially  doomed Ge rmany fro m the  s ta r t; the Sovie t 
trea ty  w ith  Na zi Ge rmany in 1939 whi ch suddenly fre ed  H it le r of  th e 
fear  of  ha ving  to wage  a tw o- fro nt  w ar  a nd  th us  led to th e un lea shing  
of  W or ld  W ar  I I ;  and, finally  the  S oviet  N eu tral ity  P ac t with  J apan  
which absolve d the  R uss ian s fro m h av ing to fight on th e F a r Eas te rn  
fron t a nd  in  tu rn  saved the Sovie t U nio n fro m defea t. Fr om  the  m ili 
ta ry  p oint  o f view, the rap procheme nt  between the Uni ted State s and 
Ch ina , w hen coupled wi th the N ATO  All iance in  the  W est, confr on ts 
the  Sovie t Un ion  wi th  a very serious  pro ble m wh ich  inhibi ts its  
aggressiveness.
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UNITE D STATES-FEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OP CH INA EFFECT ON U.8.S .R .

I will address myself now to the questions. Firs t, what results can we 
expect our new ties with th e People’s Republic of China to  have on the 
Soviet Union ?

As I  have already noted, I believe it  introduces a f resh element of 
uncertainty. I t introduces the possibility of the U.S.S.R. having to 
defend the Fa r Eastern front where, despite great  Soviet preponder
ance, the logistics problems and the transpor tation problems for the

* Soviet Union are very great. I t is not an area in which the Soviet 
Union could comfortably susta in a p rotrac ted conflict.

Wh at effect our rapprochement with China would have depends on 
the in tensity and degree of our involvement with China. Here I  am.in 

" favor  of collaboration which has been pursued  by the Car ter admin
istration. That is, you intens ify the relationship with Peking if the 
Russians become more aggressive, and you can attenuate it somewhat 
if  they become less aggressive.

The second question-----
Mr. Mica. Might  I ask before you go to that, do you thin k tha t 

would become obvious to the Russians that is exactly what  you are 
tryin g, just to speed up and intensify  and deintensify  for political 
purposes?

Mr. P ipes. T hat  is the whole poin t of it. It  is not something you 
would want  to keep secret.

Mr. Mica. I t seems to me tha t the  obvious makes it a very question
able approach if  that is all you are doing. They would know it, we 
would know it. What  would be the benefit ?

Mr. P ipes. The benefit is that you tel l the Soviet leadership, look, 
if you don’t want to have trouble with the United States, i f you don’t 
want to see China become more powerful, stop expanding. Behave in  
a civilized fashion in the Middle Eas t and elsewhere. I f  you do not, 
we shall cause you to worry.

If  my premise is correct, the only way to do it is openly, not in a sub- 
rosa fashion. I t is an open game—and th at is how in ternational  re la
tions have been played for the last 400 years.

Mr. Mica. Maybe tha t may be my problem on this committee. Maybe
* it is too easy but i t sounds like tha t approach would br ing an obvious 

response tha t all we need to do is go as fa r as we want to  go until  they 
put on too much pressure and then we back off again.

Mr. P ipes. That is exactly the history of our relations with the 
Soviet Union since 1917—certainly since 1945.

Mr. Mica. I  will let you continue but I  am not sure in my mind tha t 
is the best approach.

UNDERSTANDING PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF CH INA INT ENTIO NS

Mr. P ipes. Question two:  Bear ing in mind our historic lack of u n
derstanding of China and our  failure to foresee major sh ifts in Chinese 
policy, how clear an unders tanding do we have on Peking ’s intentions 
toward the United States and of  our role in China’s policy vis-a-vis the 
Soviet Union ?
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I think it is no mystery tha t the Chinese Government regard s us as 
the lesser of two evils, because the Soviet Union is a grea ter militar y 
menace to China and also i t is a country with an ideology which has 
the same roots as that of  the Chinese Government.

It  is my belief the initiat ive for rapprochement between us and 
China came not from us b ut from China, although  our country took 
credit for it. The rapprochement was the result of the Sovie t invasion 
of Czechoslovakia and the formulation of the Brezhnev doctrine. The 
Brezhnev doctrine could be applied  to China so th at China began to 
put out feelers in our direction, to which we responded. *

It  is my impression t ha t the Chinese have a realistic view of what 
we can do with our relationship. I should hope that we would take 
an equally realistic view of our relations hip with China. We tend to 
idealize. We have done this since World W ar I I.  We sided with Stalin  
against Hitl er, taking  the  lesser of the two evils, and  immediately be
gan to romanticize St alin and the Soviet regime.

It  seems to me however, tha t processes are in fact afoot in China 
righ t now which suggest th at maybe profound changes are going on in 
tha t country. Whether for economic reasons or others, curren t Chinese 
reforms are far  reaching and much deeper than  they have been in the 
Soviet Union.

PUTTING  ASIDE HOSTILITIES

The thi rd  question a sks : Can we real istically  expect the Soviet U n
ion to put  aside 20 years of conflict w ith China and view the Sino- 
American relationship in a b ilater al context and not directed against 
theU .S.S .R.?

Of course, the Soviet Union regards our rap prochemen t with  China 
as directed against itself. There is no thing  we can do about that.

I may add tha t when the Soviet Union helped the Communist re
gime to come to power in China, it did not take our sensibilities into 
account. This produced g reat convulsions in t he U nited States in the 
early fifties. I believe in such matte rs we don’t need to take their  
sensibilities in to account either. This is a power game, and a close re
lationship with China is a plus for our side, a minus for the Soviet 
side. I thin k they understand it perfect ly well, with the caveat tha t 
it be done in a controlled fashion and not go overboard in a way the •
Soviet Union might consider directly menacing.

QUIC K FIX  SOLUTIONS *

Fou rth quest ion: Some Pentagon officers are re ported to ju dge that  
U.S. m ilitary ties with China are a n impo rtant  “quick fix” for  the re
cent widely publicized stra tegic imbalance in East-West rela tions; is 
there an element of this kind of thi nkin g in our cu rrent policy toward 
China?

I  think this is so. There are  people who undoubtedly thin k of  it  this 
way. I hope they think  beyond a “quick fix,” however, because the 
potential  of shif t in global strategy as a result of this event is far 
greater and the implications are deeper.

To conclude, while I  favor  a  close relationship with China, I think 
we must go about it at a reasonable pace. There is everyth ing to be 
gained from it  provided it is done reasonably and realistically.
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We should keep our eyes open for developments within  China which 
may be as im porta nt as what happened in Polan d in t he past month. 
As to how imp ortant all of this is : If  you only consider the alte rna
tive, tha t is a possible rapprochement between Russia and China, tha t 
would make the global situat ion into a n ightmare for us. You realize 
how import ant it  is tha t things  go the other way.

Mr. Mica. Thank you. We will continue the testimony before we 
get into questions.

Mr. Terr ill.

STATEMENT OF ROSS TER RILL, AUTHOR, RESEARCH ASSOCIATE,
FAIR BAN K CENTER FOR EAST ASIAN RESEARCH, HARVARD
UNIVERSITY

Mr. Terrill. Than k you, Mr. Chairman. I will read  port ions of my 
prepared statement.

The basic thing to be said  about the United States-China relation
ship is tha t it is the most s atisfacto ry and effective t ha t the two na
tions have ever had with each other, pre or post  1949.

We have gone beyond the drawn-out and overdramatized  normali
zation issue; the ending of an abnormali ty yields st rangely few clues 
as to what the ensuing normality will be like.

Also beyond the equally overdramatize d “China card” issue; the 
issue was resolved by playing the card, but once played, the card 
is no longer in hand in any simple sense.

And we have moved beyond the nicely named but not sound-based 
issue of “evenhandedness”; you do not tre at equally two entities— 
in this case Russ ia and China—tha t are drastically different in thei r 
power to inconvenience you, that hold drastica lly different views about 
you and your policies—in short, tha t stand in a drastical ly different 
relation to you.

GLOBAL STRATEGIC TRIAN GLE

Our China policy is no longer best seen in the context of a global 
strateg ic triangle.  Such a trian gle can only be said to exist when po 
tential hostility and conflict of  interest  are comparable on all three 
flanks—to a degree this was true  of the United States-Russia-China 
situat ion for some years from the late 1960’s—and when the overall 
power capability  of the three entities is comparable—this  was never 
really true of the United  States-Russia-China situation, as Mr. Gelb 
stressed.

Wh at was once true in pa rt is now scarcely true at  all. The overridin g 
issue in U.S. fo reign policy is how to cope with growing Soviet power 
and ambition.

Our China policy has a connection to tha t issue—but  no more so 
tha n do our re lations with West Europe,  J apan, and a range o f other 
countries and  groupings.

Indeed, th e challenge of Soviet power, toge ther with other develop
ments in internationa l relations, has produced a patt ern of “proxim i
ties”—some alliances, some ententes, or friendly ties—tha t is not con
sonant with e ither a tri angle or a revived bipo laris m:
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The NATO alliance; the Japanese-United States alliance; the 
United States-China entente; the China-Japan friendship; the grow
ing bonds between West Europe and Chin a; and ASEAN ’s bonds with 
Japan,  the United States, China and West Europe.

PATTERN OP PROXIMITIES

China, for reasons of its own interests, has entered this  patte rn of 
proximities, not only with  the U nited States, but  with  a range of U.S. 
allies and friends—indeed, with the non-Soviet world in general. T hat «
it has done so is a logical consequence of the Sino-Soviet split, the 
changed role of the Uni ted States in Asia after Vietnam, the continual 
growth of Soviet power, and the diffusion of world  power as regional 
powers and groupings arise. r

At a time when there are many unsatisfactory trends in various par ts 
of the world, one can strike  the encouraging note tha t th is pattern of 
proximities, which fell into place with the Japan-China  trea ty and 
United States-China normalization, adds up to a broad strategic pic
ture favorable to U.S. interests, and inimical to any fur the r flexing of 
Soviet muscles, at least in Asia.

Moreover, the patte rn in general seems a ra the r stable one.
For the bila teral United States-China tie, uncertainties and possible 

pitfa lls exist, as in any new relationship .
Firs t. We have to be thoughtfully  alert  to the variab le of Sino- 

Soviet relations, which has already  been mentioned.
Second. We should not dr ift  into thinking  tha t United States and 

China have become remotely alike. The past weighs heavier in China  
than  it does in the U nited States, and our two pasts are sharply dif 
ferent, China suffered from imperialism, and the Chinese are sensitive 
about C hina’s backwardness, in f ron t of Westerners, because they feel 
imperialist exploi tation was one of its causes.

Different levels of wealth produce different perceptions of power.
Some Chinese leaders feel pained tha t Americans “look down on us,” 
because “Americans are very mater ially minded in assessing power.
They think tha t with all their weapons they have power, and China, 
with nothing but its population, must be weak.”

The problem is tha t way of l ife is the currency with which we ulti- •
mately measure power.

So even if China and the U.S. have similar views of the Soviet 
threa t, as they have come to do over the past year, China with its 
bicycles and the United States with its automobiles might not find *
joint solutions to any possible fu ture  Soviet aggression easy to mount.

UNITE D STATES-PEOPLES REPUBLIC OF CH INA DISSIMILARITIES

There are other dissimilarities. Americans assume the ir own uni
versality. The Chinese—like the French—assume thei r own unique
ness. Free o f self-consciousness, we stretch out our hands for the com
munication we believe is natu ral to man and good for the world. Full 
of self-consciousness, the  Chinese encounter non-Chinese with ritual 
and indirection that  may charm Americans but  can also mislead them.
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Third . Difficult bilateral issues—such as the problem of Chinese 
export of textiles to the United  States, and the effort to atta in true 
reciprocity in intellectual exchange—have to be handled in a hard- 
headed and single-issue fashion, to minimize the tempta tion on both 
sides to retur n to the fading , but easily regraspable mythologies of the 
past (“imperialist  arrogance,” “Communist deception”).

On the Chinese side, the theory of the “three Worlds,” which puts 
the United States and the U.S.S.R. in the same category as “imperial
ists” and “superpowers,” has not been given up. Perhaps  theory merely 
lags behind practice. But perhaps, too, there is more continui ty in 
China's approach to  America than in our approach to China over the 
past decades.

Four th. There can sti ll be some doubt as to whether Sino-American 
entente weighs fo r much as a fact of life in the flux of internationa l 
politics. T rue, it has eased the former cold war tensions in Asia, put 
Jap an in a more relaxed st rategic  position than before, given reassur
ance to Thai land and Pakistan  in the face of  an unpleasant environ
ment, and probably served as a warning agains t Moscow’s more am
bitious designs.

OPPOSITION TO VIETNAM

But it is a disturbing  omen for the future impact of the Sino- 
American relationship tha t their common opposition to Vietnam’s 
ambitions in Indochina, and to Russian encouragement of them, has 
not deterred Hanoi in the slightest  from “destabilizing” Cambodia, 
taking control in Laos, and opening its doors to Soviet mili tary  activ
ity. Nor have all the  fiery words out of Washington and Peking done 
anyth ing to budge Russia from Afghanis tan.

I must say that, for all the warnings from some quarters tha t the 
United  States-China relationship may make Russia “adventuristic,” 
Russia has been adventuristic  before Washing ton and Peking began 
to engage in really close consultations; and even now, as the Sino- 
American tie at last gets off the  ground, one would like to see it  have 
more impact on Moscow, rather  than  less, because that impact, as has 
been said by my two colleagues, would be in the direction of requiring 
prudence from the Soviet leaders.

Fif th. One must recall tha t the Taiwan issue was transcended, 
rath er than solved, in the Uni ted States-China recognition agreement.

In the immediate future, I agree with several specialists who have 
come before previous sessions of this subcommittee, that  Taiwan  is 
very likely to remain secure and stable. In the longer term there  a re 
uncertainties.

Peking intends to work its will on Taiwan. Everything depends 
on when and how it tries to do so.

Finally, some points  about what is desirable on our China policy. 
There need be l ittle  agonizing in the United States  about how far to 
cooperate with Chin a’s modernization. Our decisions are not going 
to make or break China. For such loans as China wants, her credit- 
worthiness is sufficient to give her a choice of sources.

If  a U.S. bank backs away, a  bank in another Western country o r 
Jap an  is likely to step in. Similarly with China’s high technology 
imports, the sources are diversified and not even J apan  is likely to 
find itself an indispensable large-scale suppl ier.
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MODERNIZE D CH IN A

It  is true tha t a modernized China enter ing the 21st century may 
pose problems for a variety of countries in Asia and even beyond.
But I don’t think  it is in American power to veto that moderniza
tion process, even if i t were judged desirable to do so.

What is important  is th at our economic dealings with China should 
be on a business basis and free of all connotations of guardianship.
That has been the  past problem in China’s economic partnerships.

It  is also desirable tha t China’s economic involvement with the t
developed world be multicentered. Again, bad past experience stem
med from situations where there were essentially only two part ici
pants, as in the Russia-China and China-A lbania relationships.

Peking’s own present wishes run along multicentered lines, and r
the United States  and Jap an and West Europe should put  up with 
the irrita tions of this, and acknowledge the basic healthiness of a 
China dealing with a crowded field of partners, no one of them in a 
specially dominant or brotherly rela tionship.

In  U.S. foreign policy in general, of which China policy is now 
an inextricable part, one could hope for a more integrated—rathe r than  
issue-by-issue—app roach; for a more long-term—rather  than election- 
oriented—approach; and in part icular for an approach tha t is not 
military minded but shrewd in power calculations.

I do not favor  supplying China with weapons. In present circum
stances China is less, not more vulnerable than  in any period since 
1949.

Mr. "Wolff. Unfortunately, I will have to interrupt  you to sus
pend because the second bells indicate a vote. This  time we will re
turn  in about 8 to 10 minutes.

FEAR AND  AVE RSION

Mr. Mica. I (have two meetings going on a t the same time.
I do disagree, Dr. Pipes, with your statement. I just  wanted to  say 

this for the record. I  can’t help bu t think our relat ionships with other 
nations, particularly a nation like China, have to be built on more than 
just  our mutual fear or aversion to  the Soviet Union.

I think there has to be more substance and more meaning to have any 
kind of relationship tha t has any hope of lasting.

My personal opinion is tha t no two people always agree on the same 
thing, and it takes a greate r bond than  rapprochement of a mutual <
enemy to allow a relationship to continue.

I would like to get your comments, Mr. Gelb and  Mr. T erri ll, when 
we come back—and if I can come back.

Thank you.
[Brief recess.]
Mr. Wolff. I might  say th at p ar t of the length of the  interrupt ion 

was the fact tha t I was in touch with Secretary Holbrooke on the 
entire Korean situation as well as a few others that are really quite 
tense at the moment, and we are tr ying to resolve some differences but 
you know about that.

I understand my colleague, Mr. Mica, disagreed with, Mr. Pipes on 
the question of milita ry assistance and basing our relationship in this 
direction. Did you respond ?
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MARRIAGE OF CONV ENIENCE

Mr. P ipes. No; I thin k he misunderstood. I said th at  o ur relation
ship now and for the past several years with the Government of the 
People’s Republic of China has been a marriage of convenience. It  
certainly  has been such in the context in which we discuss it here, 
namely vis-a-vis the Soviet Union.

This does no t preclude our two countries draw ing closer together 
and h aving more than  a m arriage  of convenience hut in re lation  to th e 
thre at which the Sovie t Union poses to much of the world, that is what 
it is rig ht now.

Mr. Wolff. I think one aspect of all th is is th ere are some of us who 
iust  don’t feel tha t a new relations hip, lasting relations hip, will be 
built with, the People’s Republic of China just  based upon a common 
adversary, tha t we have to have common interests. This may be a 
tempo rary situation , t his  mar riage  of convenience as you te rm it, but  
I thin k we have to find those areas  th at  we have in common, and there 
are many areas we have in common with the People’s Republic of 
China. These have to be enhanced, exploited for the advantages of 
both, countries.

I don’t th ink anyone is talki ng about precluding the idea o f working  
together on a mili tary  security basis with the People’s Republic of 
China but one area I would like to pose to  you is wh at happens in t he 
future ?

The leadership of both countries is c hanging  or will change in the 
near future.  Wh at of the futur e with the new leadership that will 
take over? Do they have the same aims and objectives? Will they 
follow the same l ine th at  has been observed in tne past both in the 
Soviet Union as well as in the People’s Republic of Chin a?

Then again, in our country with the statements  tha t have been 
made, for example, by Mr. Reagan, in the event th at  he does win 
the election, does that forecast a change in policy so fa r as the United 
States  is concerned in the emphasis th at we place upon the tria ngu lar  
diplomacy ?

I would like to have Mr. Ter ill’s remarks and then get a reaction 
from all three of you to tha t question.

Mr. Terrill, j ust  to finish my summary, I  mentioned that I  was 
not in favor  o f supply ing China with weapons and I have given the 
reasons for that.

At the same time, I  do not  like  the  combination one sometimes sees 
in U.S. policy of a frenet ic moralism on par ticu lar issues with a 
resort to endless arms as a generalized means of atta inin g nationa l 
strength.  Lef t out is what should be centr al: a steady, long- term  
calculus of world power in  it s various aspects.

STRENGTH OF U.S . RELATIONS

There are several ingredients to maximized U.S. power, among 
them a strong  economy, an adequate defense establishment, and the 
resilience and innovative possibilities t ha t come from adher ing to our 
own principles of freedom and equality and the dignity of the 
individual.

The stren gth of U.S. relations with its allies and friends is also a 
crucial ingredient in na tional  power.
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The pattern of “proximities” which I have discussed is a priceless 
force for setting limits to Soviet expansionism. If  the bonds are 
nurtu red so as to atta in the ir full possible polit ical weight, we can 
escape the  necessity of forgin g a global military alliance against the 
U.S.S.R. which would return the world to bipolarity  and heighten 
tensions everywhere. The political-diplomatic challenge comes p rior  
to the dread prospect of military  confrontation.

It  seems amazing to me, and regrettable, tha t the leaders of the 
United  States, Japan, and China have never sat down together for 
trip art ite  consultations despite their overlapping interests in Asia *
and beyond.

GOVERNOR REAGAN

Here, too, I find Governor Reagan’s statements on China and *
Taiwan disturbing. He has every right to scrutinize China policy, 
and perhaps adjust some nuances of the relationsh ip with Taiwan.

If  he is elected, Peking must accept him as the representa tive of 
the U nited  States just as we have to deal with whatever leaders the 
churning process of Chinese politics turns  up at any point of time.

But Mr. Reagan will have to choose between being an ideologue 
and being a conservative, between nostalgia for Chiang Kai-shek’s 
China and the strategic  logic of friendship with the People’s Republic 
of China to counter the U.S.S.R.

I certainly  hope Governor Reagan does not reject th e entire notion 
of strategic proximity to a Communist state tha t doesn’t stand in the 
path  of our interests.

In  a world where Poles dislike Russians, Vietnamese fight Cam
bodians, and the  Russia-China sp lit is perhaps the most consequential 
single fac t of international political  life, to refuse friendship with a ll 
Communist states would be to opt out  of power calculation altogether. 

IDEOLOGICAL OBJEC TIO NS

A revival of evenhandedness, based on our ideological objections to 
all Communist societies, is the  last thin g we need at  th is ju ncture of 
national  and international history.

In summary, I  feel we should be increasingly f riendly to  China, as «
long as two curren t realities persist tha t China remains weaker than  
Russia and not allied with Russia, and that China is not  outward bent 
in Asia but stabili ty-minded.

The reason fo r our proximity to China has litt le to do—here I agree <
with Professor  P ipes—has litt le to do with judgments  about Chinese 
society, or even speculation as  to  the immediate direction to Chinese 
politics.

It  has to  do—if my premise is correct th at  coping with th e growth 
of Soviet power is the cen tral t ask of American foreign policy—with 
China’s weakness re lative to Russia, and with China ’s domestic pre
occupation as contrasted with Russia’s global milit ary activism.

In  this respect the  most urgent  requirement in our China policy is a 
broader, more integra ted vision of the bonds tha t in different ways 
link the Uni ted States, Wes t Europe,  Japan, China, and others close to 
these four.

[Mr. Ter rill ’s prepared statement follows:]
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Prepared Statement of Ross Terrill, Author, Research Associate, F airbank  
Center for East Asian  Research, Harvard University

th e development of united states-ch ina relations

I

Some p e o p le  g e t  nerv ous when ca lm  a r r i v e s ,  i f  o n ly  b ecau se  o f 
lo ng  p re v io u s  h a b i t  o f d w e ll in g  w it h  c r i s i s  an d d a n g e r . So i t  se em s 
to  be w it h  o u r C hi na p o l ic y . For  th e  fu n d am en ta l th in g  to  b e  s a id  
abou t th e  U .S .- C h in a  r e l a t i o n s h i p  i s  t h a t  i t  i s  th e  m os t s a t i s f a c t o r y  
and e f f e c t i v e  th a t  th e  two  n a t io n s  have  ev e r ha d w it h  ea ch  o th e r ,  
p r e -  o r  p o s t- 1 9 4 9 , an d t h a t  much o f  th e  n e rv o u sn e ss  i s  u n n e c e s sa ry .

The t i e  i s  n o t o n e - s id e d , a s  th e  Worl d War Two a l l i a n c e  w as .
The PRC, w h a te v er on e th in k s  of  i t s  s o c i a l  sy s te m , i s  a u n i f i e d ,  
s t r o n g , e n t i t y  to  a  d eg re e  th a t  Chi an g K a i - s h e k 's  Chi na  n ev er was .

S in o-A m eri ca n  c o r d i a l i t y  h a s  p u t an  end  t o  th e  w re nch in g  Co ld 
War l i n e  o f  d iv i s io n  in  A sia  t h a t  s c a r r e d  th e  19 50 s (m arke d by  th e  
Kor ea n War) an d th e  19 60 s (m ark ed  by  th e  V ie tn am  W ar ).

'T he  f e a r s  abo u t d e a l in g  w it h  P ek in g  v o ic e d  th ro u g h o u t th e  19 50 s 
an d 19 60 s d id  n o t p ro v e  gro unded . P ek in g  d id  n o t t r y  to  "w re ck  th e  UN" 
a f t e r  g a in in g  th e  C hi na s e a t ,  o r  f a i l  to  pa y i t s  b i l l s  whe n t r a d in g  
w it h  A m eri cans,  o r  u se  i t s  m is s io n s  in  New York and  W as hin gto n to  
su b v e r t th e  U .S . A m e ric a 's  a l l i e s  in  A s ia , f a r  from  b e in g  in c u ra b ly  
u p se t by  th e  U .S . o p en in g  to  C hin a,  a lm o st  a l l  w en t ah ea d an d s e t  up  
f u l l  d ip lo m a tic  t i e s  w it h  P ek in g . U .S .- C h in a  n o rm a l iz a t io n  in  19 79  
pro duce d no su dd en  d e t e r i o r a t i o n  in  an y a s p e c t o f  T a iw an 's  c o n c re te  
s i t u a t i o n . *

'••"T here w i l l  be a n a tu r a l  te ndency  on  th e  p a r t  of  T ai w an es e c a p i t a l , "  
0.  Edmund Club b w ro te  in  The  N a ti o n  (F e b ru ary  24 , 1 9 7 9 ),  " t o  se ek  
s a f e r  havens a b ro a d , an d th e r e  w i l l  be a p a r a l l e l  r e lu c ta n c e  on  th e  
p a r t  o f f o re ig n  c a p i t a l  to  in v e s t  i n  Ta iw an  u n d e r ta k in g s ."  N e it h e r  
h as o c c u rre d . • ,
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No t l e a s t ,  th e  pro ven  m utu al c o m p a t ib i l i ty  o f th e  two  p e o p le s , 
an d in  a mod es t way th e  two  ec onom ie s,  now r e c e iv e s  an  o p p o r tu n it y  to  
f u l f i l l  i t s  p o t e n t i a l .*

I I

We hav e go ne  be yo nd  th e  d ra w n-o u t and o v e r-d ra m a ti z e d  n o rm a li z a 
t io n  i s s u e ;  th e  en d in g  of  an  a b n o rm a li ty  y ie ld s  s t r a n g e ly  few c lu e s
as to  wha t th e  en su in g  n o rm a li ty  w i l l  be  l i k e .  A lso be yo nd  th e  1
e q u a ll y  o v e r-d ra m a ti z e d  "C hin a card " i s s u e ;  th e  i s s u e  was re s o lv e d
by  p la y in g  th e  c a rd , b u t on ce  p la y e d , th e  ca rd  i s  no  lo n g e r  in  ha nd
in  any si m p le  se n s e . And we hav e moved be yo nd  th e  n ic e ly -n am ed  b u t
n o t so u n d ly -b ased  i s s u e  o f "e v e n -h a n d e d n e ss" ; yo u do  n o t t r e a t
e q u a ll y  two e n t i t i e s  ( in  t h i s  c a se  R u ssia  and C hin a)  th a t  a r e
d r a s t i c a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  in  t h e i r  powe r to  in co n v en ie n ce  y o u , t h a t
h o ld  d r a s t i c a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  v ie w s ab out you  an d y o u r p o l i c i e s — in  s h o r t ,
t h a t  s ta n d  in  a d r a s t i c a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  r e l a t i o n  to  yo u.

Our Chi na  p o l ic y  i s  no  lo n g e r  b e s t  se en  in  th e  c o n te x t o f a 
g lo b a l s t r a t e g i c  t r i a n g l e .  Su ch  a t r i a n g l e  ca n  on ly  be  s a id  to  e x i s t  
wh en p o t e n t i a l  h o s t i l i t y  an d c o n f l i c t  o f i n t e r e s t  a r e  com para b le  on 
a l l  th r e e  f la n k s  ( to  a d eg re e  t h i s  wa s t r u e  of  th e  U .S .- R u ss ia -C h in a  
s i t u a t i o n  f o r  some  y e a rs  from  th e  l a t e  1 9 6 0 s ) ; an d wh en th e  o v e r a l l  
po we r c a p a b i l i t y  o f  th e  th r e e  e n t i t i e s  i s  co m par ab le  ( t h i s  wa s never 
r e a l l y  t r u e  of  th e  U .S .- R u ss ia -C h in a  s i t u a t i o n ) .

What wa s once  t r u e  in  p a r t  i s  no ‘..7 sc a r c e ly  t r u e  a t  a l l .  The 
o v e r r id in g  i s s u e  in  U .S . f o r e ig n  p o l ic y  i s  how to  co pe w it h  gr ow in g 
S o v ie t po we r and am b it io n . Our Chi na  p o l ic y  h as a c o n n e c ti o n  to  th a t  
i s s u e — b u t no more so  th an  do our r e l a t i o n s  w it h  West  E u ro p e , Ja p a n , 
an d a ra n g e  o f o th e r  c o u n t r ie s  and g ro u p in g s .

In dee d  th e  c h a ll e n g e  o f S o v ie t po w er , to g e th e r  w it h  o th e r  dev e lo p 
m en ts  in  i n t e r n a t io n a l  r e l a t i o n s ,  h a s  pr od uc ed  a p a t t e r n  of  " p ro x im it ie s "

* B efo re  t h i s  Su bc om m it te e on 9 /2 8 /7 7  I  sp oke o f  th e  f r u s t r a t i o n s  in  
th e  p r e -n o rm a l iz a t io n  U .S .- C h in a  r e l a t i o n s h i p :  "T h e re  can  be  no  
d i r e c t  ban k in g  f a c i l i t i e s ,  o r  C hin es e t r a d e  e x h ib i t io n s  in  th e  
U n it ed  S t a t e s ,  o r  C hin es e s h ip s  o r  a i r c r a f t  c a l l i n g  a t  A m er ic an  
p o r t s .  U n it ed  S ta te s  busi ness m en  a r e  lo s in g  o rd e r s  to  Ja p a n e se  
an d West  E uro pea ns.  U nit ed  S ta te s  new s med ia  ca n n o t e s t a b l i s h  
b u re a u s  in  P ek in g  or Shan ghai . C hin es e and  Am er ican  s tu d e n ts  
c a n n o t s tu d y  in  ea ch  o t h e r 's  c o u n t r i e s . P ek in g le a d e r s  w i l l  no t 
v i s i t  W as hi ng to n— an d so  an  o p p o r tu n it y  to  in f lu e n c e  t h e i r  vi ew
o f Amer ica i s  l o s t . "  A ll  of  th e s e  f r u s t r a t i o n s  hav e been  sh a rp ly  f
a l l e v i a t e d  in  th e  p a s t  tw en ty -t w o  m on th s.
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(w heth er a l l i a n c e s ,  e n te n te s , o r f r i e n d ly  t i e s )  t h a t  i s  no t co n so n an t 
w it h  e i t h e r  a t r i a n g l e  o r  a re v iv e d  b ip o la r is m :  

th e  NATO a l l i a n c e

th e  Ja p an -U .S . a l l i a n c e

th e  U .S .- C h in a  e n te n te

th e  C h in a-J ap an  f r ie n d s h ip

th e  gr ow in g bo nd s be tw ee n West  E ur ope  an d Chi na

ASEAN's bo nds  w it h  Ja p an , th e  U .S .,  C hi na  and 
West  Europ e

C h in a , f o r  re a so n s  o f i t s  own i n t e r e s t s ,  h a s  e n te re d  t h i s  p a t t e r n  
o f  p r o x im i t i e s ,  n o t o n ly  w it h  th e  U .S .,  b u t w it h  a ra n g e  o f U .S . a l l i e s  
an d  f r i e n d s — in d eed  w it h  th e  n o n -S o v ie t w orl d  in  g e n e ra l . T hat  i t  has  
do ne  so  i s  a l o g i c a l  co n sequence  of  th e  S in o -S o v ie t s p l i t ,  th e  ch an ge d 
r o l e  o f th e  U .S . in  A sia  a f t e r  V ie tn am , th e  c o n t in u a l  gr ow th  of  S o v ie t 
pow er , an d th e  d i f f u s i o n  of  w orl d  powe r a s  r e g io n a l  po w er s and  g ro u p in g s  
a r i s e .

I l l  , .

At  a ti m e  wh en th e r e  a r e  many  u n s a t i s f a c to r y  t r e n d s  in  v a r io u s  
p a r t s  o f  th e  w o r ld , on e ca n  s t r i k e  th e  en co u ra g in g  n o te  t h a t  t h i s  p a t t e r n  
o f p r o x im i t i e s ,  w hi ch  f e l l  in to  p la c e  w it h  th e  Ja p an -C h in a  t r e a t y  and 
U .S .- C h in a  n o r m a l iz a t io n , ad ds  up  to  a b ro ad  s t r a t e g i c  p i c t u r e  f a v o ra b le  
to  U .S . i n t e r e s t s ,  an d in im ic a l  to  an y f u r th e r  f l e x in g  o f  S o v ie t m u sc le s , 
a t  l e a s t  in  A s ia . M or eo ve r th e  p a t t e r n  i n  g e n e ra l  se em s a r a t h e r  s t a b le  
one.  S e v e ra l e v e n t u a l i t i e s  cou ld  u p se t i t :  a m ajo r s h r in k in g  o f  th e  
U .S . r o l e  in  A s ia ; a t o t a l  br ea kd ow n of common p u rp o se  bet w een  W es t 
Euro pe and th e  U .S . o v er how to  d e a l w it h  R u s s ia ; an  u p h eav a l i n  C h in a , 
o r  a -R u s s ia n  bl ow  a t  C h in a , w hi ch  p u t Chi na  on  th e  s i d e l i n e s  o f  i n t e r n a 
t i o n a l  p o l i t i c s ;  an  e s c a l a t i o n  o f  th e  U .S .- J a p a n  ec on om ic  d i f f i c u l t i e s  
to  th e  p o in t  w he re  th e  s t r a t e g i c  a l l i a n c e  u n r a v e l le d ;  a m aj or s te p -u p  
in  Ja p a n e se  re arm am en t,  w it h  a l l  th e  re sp o n s e s  t h a t  wou ld  p ro d u ce  in  
A s ia .

» None  o f  th e s e  see m a t  a l l  l i k e l y  w i th in  th e  e n v is a g a b le  sp an of
th e  n e x t f i v e - t e n  y e a r s .

One f u tu r e  e v e n tu a l i t y ,  w hi ch  wo uld be en orm ousl y  c o n s e q u e n t ia l , 
wou ld  be a ra pp ro chem en t bet w ee n  R u ssi a  an d C h in a . A lthough  r e t u r n  to  

0 S in o -S o v ie t in ti m a c y  and  id e o lo g ic a l  a l l i a n c e  i s  o u t o f th e  q u e s t io n ,
an  e x te n s io n  o f  d e te n te  to  t h i s  r e l a t i o n s h ip  (w hi ch  i s  th e  on e g r e a t
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li o ld -o u t a g a in s t  a s p i r i t  o f d e te n te  in  th e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  o f  th e  
v ery  b ig  po w er s to d ay ) i s  p e rh ap s  th e  l e a s t  u n l ik e ly  o f th e  ev e n tu 
a l i t i e s  I  hav e l i s t e d .

The  mood in  C hin a i s  p ra g m a ti c , eco n o m ic a ll y -m in d ed , d o m e s ti c a ll y -  
o r i e n te d ,  an d r e v i s i o n i s t  a s  to  M a rx is t d o c t r i n e ,  a l l  o f w hic h  w or ks  
to  un der m in e th e  p r i o r i t y ,  em o ti o n , an d r a t i o n a l e  o f a n t i - S o v ie t i s m .

I  do n o t mean t h a t  S in o -S o v ie t d e te n te  i s  a c e r t a i n t y .  O b je c ti v e  
lo g ic  i s  on e t h in g ;  q u i t e  a n o th e r  i s  th e  sp a rk  o f c ir c u m s ta n c e  ne ed ed
to  o v e r tu rn  a lo n g - s ta n d in g  p o l ic y . Much a l s o  dep en ds  on  S o v ie t &
a t t i t u d e s ,  now an d a f t e r  B re hz nev  le a v e s  th e  s c e n e , w hi ch  I  can n o t
ga ug e.

M ore over , th e  devel opm en ts  o f  19 78 -1 98 0 hav e t a c i t l y  r e d e f in e d  
th e  sh ap e o f an y f u t u r e  S in o -S o v ie t d e te n te .  The  Ja p an -C h in a  and 
U .S .- C h in a  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  hav e ta k e n  away  much o f th e  " e i t h e r - o r "  
u n c e r ta in ty  in  C h in a 's  ap pro ach  to  th e  West  and R u s s ia . F o r much of 
th e  19 70 s th e  u n c o n s o li d a te d  s t a t e  o f th e  W e s t' s  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  w it h  
Chi na  made th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  a C hin es e co mpr om ise w it h  R u s s ia  mo re 
l i v e  th an  i t  wou ld  o th e rw is e  hav e been . Bu t C h in a 's  r e l a t i o n s  w it h  
E ast and We st a r e  no lo n g e r  a ze ro -s um  game . An h i s t o r i c a l  s h i f t  
has o c c u rre d ; an y S in o -S o v ie t ra pp ro chem en t wou ld  be s e v e re ly  l im i te d  
•in  sc ope by  th e  p r i o r  e x is te n c e  o f  f ir m  Pek in g-T okyo an d P e k in g -  
W as hi ng to n t i e s .

T her e i s  a p a ra d o x  ab ou t P e k in g 's  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  p o s i t i o n  to d ay .
L es s under  t h r e a t ,  w it h  l e s s  cau se  to  f e a r  a t t a c k ,  th a n  a t  an y p o in t  
s in c e  19 49 , an d a l s o  mo re i n f l u e n t i a l  in  th e  w orl d  th a n  e v e r  b e f o r e , 
th e.  PRC n e v e r th e le s s  i s  a l s o ,  in  a s e n s e , " l e s s  f r e e . "  Pos t- M ao  C hi na  
h as moved o u t o f th e  w orl d  o f  b la c k -a n d -w h it e  c h o ic e s  th a t  wa s a t  once  
p r i s t i n e  an d o f t e n  in c o n s e q u e n t ia l . Enmeshe d in  mo re an d mor e i n t e r n a 
t i o n a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p s ,  ben t on  ec on om ic  dev el opm en t a s  th e  to p  p r i o r i t y ,
P ek in g may be  f in d in g  th a t  i t s  o p ti o n s  nar ro w  a s  i t  f a c e s  i n t r a c t a b l e  
pro ble m s o f  d ev e lo p m en t,  and i n c r e a s in g ly  t e c h n ic a l  i s s u e s ,  in  a 
s h r in k in g  w o rl d  o f  co mplex  b a la n c e s .

T his  i s  n o t to  sa y  t h a t  i t  w o u ld n 't  be  a d is c o m fo r ti n g  e v e n t i f  
R u ss ia  an d C hin a w er e to  im pr ov e t h e i r  r e l a t i o n s ,  ev en  to  a l im i te d  
d e g re e . I t  w ou ld  b e , to  th e  U .S .,  J a p a n , and  o th e r s . Some lu x u r ie s  
to  whi ch  we have  grown  ac cu st om ed  m ig ht  f a l l  from  ou r g ra s p . Y et  th e  
co m p le x it y  o f  m ajo r powe r r e l a t i o n s h ip s  a s  th e  19 80 s open , to g e th e r  w it h  
th e  t e r r o r s  o f a w orl d  in  w hi ch  te c h n iq u e  and m a te r ia l  p ro g re s s  o u t s t r i p  
i n s t i t u t i o n s  to  o rd e r  them , g iv e  th e  i s s u e  a n o th e r  d im en si o n . _

W ith  a r e c o n s t i t u t e d  Pe king -M osco w a l l i a n c e  no t in  q u e s t io n , w it h  
a C hin es e tu r n in g  away fro m th e  We st and bac k  to  R u ssia  in  i t s  i n t e r n a 
t i o n a l  ec on om ic  in vo lv em en t a ls o  ou t o f th e  q u e s t io n , w it h  C h in a 's
ju n io r - b r o th e r  s t a t u s  v i s - a - v i s  R u ssia  h av in g  bee n  o b v ia te d  by C h in a 's  <
co m p li ca te d  r o le  on  th e  w orl d  s ta g e , we a re  f re e d  to  lo o k  a t  an y ch an ge 
in  Pe king -M osco w r e l a t i o n s  i n  more r e la x e d  te rm s th a n  in  th e  p a s t ,  
th ou gh  s t i l l  v e ry  c a u t io u s ly .



The l im i te d  a d v e rse  co nse quences f o r  th e  b a la n c e  o f po we r co u ld  
ev en  be s e t  o f f  by  some p o s i t i v e  g a in s  f o r  w orl d  p e a c e : s e r io u s  new 
p o s s i b i l i t i e s  f o r  arm s c o n t r o l ;  a j o i n t  ta c k l in g  by  a l l  th e  g r e a t  
pow ers , f o r  th e  f i r s t  ti m e s in c e  World War Two, o f  c e r t a i n  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  
i s s u e s ,  in c lu d in g  th e  en v ir o n m en t,  t e c h n o l o g i c a l l y - f a c i l i t a t e d  t e r r o r i s m ,  
t e r r i t o r i a l  w a te r s , an d t r a d e  an d m onet ar y  m a t te r s ;  an  e a s in g  o f  t e n s io n s  
in  In d o -C h in a  and a f o r e s t a l l i n g  of  p o s s ib le  p a r a l l e l  t e n s io n s  in  West 
A s ia  an d o th e r  p la c e s ;  d ec re a se d  le v e ra g e  f o r  Kim I l - s u n g  and  an  
u n lo c k in g  of th e  Kor ea n pr obl em  in  g e n e ra l .

IV

B i l a t e r a l l y ,  th e  U .S .- C h in a  r e l a t i o n s h i p  h a s  in  tw en ty -t w o  m on th s 
s in c e  d ip lo m a ti c  t i e s  w er e e s ta b l is h e d  be come r i c h e r  th a n  m os t p e o p le  
e x p e c te d . I n te r lo c k in g  t i e s  bet w ee n C hin a an d v a r io u s  U .S . go ve rn m en t 
and p r iv a t e  e n t i t i e s  g iv e  a s te a d in e s s  to  t h i s  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t h a t  
h i s t o r i c a l l y  h as bee n  t r o u b l in g ly  v o l a t i l e — p r e c i s e ly  b e c a u s e , in  th e  
ab se nce  o f c o n c re te  i n t e r a c t i o n s  on  an  e q u a l b a s i s ,  th e  tw o c o u n t r ie s  
dw elt  as a b s t r a c t i o n s  in  ea ch  o t h e r s ’ m in ds.

At th e  sam e ti m e , U .S .- C h in a  i n t e r a c t i o n s  a r e  n o t s p e c ta c u la r ly  
in t im a te  o r  e x te n s iv e ;  i t  i s  a "n orm al " r a t h e r  th a n  a " s p e c i a l "  r e l a 
t io n s h ip  by  th e  s ta n d a rd s  of  U .S . b i l a t e r a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p s ,  an d t h a t  i s  
how i t  sh o u ld  be in  p r e s e n t  c ir c u m s ta n c e s . P ro m is in g ly  co m p a ti b le  a s 
th e  Am er ican  an d -C h in ese  p e o p le 's  ap p ro ach  to  ea ch  o th e r  se em s,  th e  
fo u n d a ti o n  o f th e  r e l a t i o n s h ip  re m ain s ou r p a r a l l e l  g lo b a l  s t r a t e g i c  
i n t e r e s t s .

U n c e r ta in t i e s  an d p o s s ib le  p i t f a l l s  e x i s t ,  a s  in  an y new r e l a t i o n 
s h ip .

1.  I  hav e  a l r e a d y  m en ti oned  th e  v a r i a b l e  o f  S in o -S o v ie t r e l a t i o n s  
to  w hi ch  we have  to  b e  th o u g h t fu l ly  a l e r t .

2.  We sh o u ld  n o t d r i f t  i n to  th in k in g  t h a t  U .S . an d C hi na  hav e  
become  re m o te ly  a l i k e .  The  p a s t  w ei ghs h e a v ie r  in  Chi na  th an  i t  does 
in  th e  U .S .,  and ou r tw o p a s t s  a re  s h a rp ly  d i f f e r e n t ,  Chi na  s u f f e r e d  
fr om  im p e r ia li s m , an d C hin es e a r e  s e n s i t i v e  ab o u t C h in a 's  b ack w a rd n ess,  
in  f ro n t  o f W e s te rn e rs , b ecau se  th e y  f e e l  im p e r i a l i s t  e x p l o i t a t i o n  was 
on e o f  i t s  c a u s e s .

D i f f e r e n t  l e v e l s  o f w e a lt h  p ro duce  d i f f e r e n t  p e r c e p t io n s  o f  po w er . 
Some C h in ese  le a d e r s  f e e l  pa in ed  t h a t  A m er ic an s " lo o k  down on u s ,"  
b ecau se  "A m er ic an s a r e  v e ry  m a te r ia ll y -m in d e d  in  a s s e s s in g  po we r . . .  
They th in k  t h a t  w it h  a l l  t h e i r  wea po ns  th e y  hav e po w er , an d C h in a , 
w it h  n o th in g  b u t i t s  p o p u la t io n , mus t b e  w ea k ."  The pro ble m  i s  t h a t  
way of l i f e  i s  th e  c u rre n c y  w it h  w hi ch  we u l t im a te ly  m ea su re  po w er .
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So ev en  i f  Chi na  and  th e  U .S . hav e s im i l a r  v ie w s o f  th e  S o v ie t 
t h r e a t ,  as th e y  hav e come to  do over th e  p a s t  y e a r ,  Chi na  w it h  i t s  
b ic y c le s  an d th e  U. S.  w it h  i t s  a u to m o b il e s  m ig h t n o t f in d  j o i n t  
s o lu t io n s  to  an y p o s s ib le  f u tu r e  S o v ie t a g g re s s io n  ea sy  to  m ou nt .

T he re  a r e  o th e r  d i s s i m i l a r i t i e s .  A m er ic an s as su me t h e i r  own 
u n i v e r s a l i t y .  The C hin es e— l i k e  th e  F re n ch -a ss u m e t h e i r  own u n iq u e n e ss .
F re e  o f s e l f - c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  we s t r e t c h  o u t ou r han ds fo r  th e  com mu nic a
t io n  we b e l i e v e  i s  n a tu r a l  to  man and goo d f o r  th e  w o rl d . F u l l  o f
s e l f - c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  th e  C hin es e e n c o u n te r  no n -C h in ese  w it h  r i t u a l  an d .
i n d i r e c t io n  t h a t  may ch arm A m er ic an s b u t ca n  a l s o  m is le ad  th em . ■*

Our  s o c i a l  sy st em  i s  su ch  t h a t ,  to  a C h in ese  ey e , we d o n 't  hav e 
a " n a t io n a l  p o in t  o f v ie w ."  We a r e  a j o s t l i n g  b u n d le  o f i n t e r e s t s  
h e ld  to g e th e r  by  th e  r u le  of  law an d th e  go od  lu c k  of  p h y s ic a l  i s o l a -  
t i o n .  C h in a 's  c u l tu r e  and s o c i a l  sy st em  b o th  c o n s p ir e  to  l i m i t  t h a t  
autono my o f th e  in d iv id u a l  w hi ch  to  A m er ic an s i s  a sa c re d  v a lu e  an d 
a p r e c o n d i t io n  f o r  s o c ia l  co m m unic at io n .

3.  D i f f i c u l t  b i l a t e r a l  i s s u e s  (s uch  a s  th e  pro bl em  o f C hin es e 
e x p o rt of t e x t i l e s  to  th e  U .S . , an d th e  e f f o r t  to  a t t a i n  t r u e  
r e c ip r o c i t y  in  i n t e l l e c t u a l  exchanges)  h av e  to  b e  han d le d  in  a 
h a rd -h e ad ed  an d s in g l e - i s s u e  f a s io n ,  to  m in im iz e  th e  te m p ta ti o n  on  
b o th  s id e s  to  r e tu r n  to  th e  f a d in g , b u t  e a s i l y  r e g ra s p a b le  m y th o lo g ie s  
o f th e  p a s t  ( " im p e r i a l i s t  a r ro g a n c e ,"  "C om mun ist  d e c e p t io n " ) .

On th e  C h in ese  s id e ,  th e  th e o ry  o f th e  " t h r e e  W orl d s, " w hi ch  p u ts  
th e  USA an d th e  USSR in  th e  sam e c a te g o ry  a s " im p e r i a l i s t s "  and 
"S u p erp o w ers ,"  h as  n o t bee n g iv en  up . P e rh ap s  th e o ry  m ere ly  la g s  
beh in d  p r a c t i c e .  Bu t p e rh a p s , to o , th e r e  i s  mo re c o n t in u i ty  in  
C h in a 's  ap p ro ach  to  Am er ica th a n  in  our ap p ro ach  to  Chi na  o v e r th e  
p a s t  d e c a d e s .

I t  i s  e a s i e r  to  im ag in e an  am b it io u s  yo un g C hin es e p o l i t i c i a n  
re v iv in g  th e  p h ra se  "U .S . im p e r ia li s m ,"  by  a s s e r t i n g  th a t  "U .S . 
im p e r ia li s m  i s  o b s t r u c t in g  th e  r e u n i f i c a t i o n  o f Taiwan  w it h  th e  
M o th e rl an d ,"  th a n  i t  i s  to  im ag in e an  a m b it io u s  yo un g A m er ic an  p o l i 
t i c i a n  r e v iv in g  th e  Amer ican  se n se  o f m is s io n  in  A s ia  by  r e a s s e r t in g  
an  Am er ic an  w i l l  to  d em o cra ti ze  an d C h r i s t i a n i z e  C hin a.

I t  i s  c o n c e iv a b le  t h a t ,  i f  ec on om ic  r e s u l t s  a r e  d is a p p o in t in g  in  
Chi na  in  th e  1989s,  d is i l lu s io n m e n t  c o u ld  ta k e ' th e  fo rm  o f re ne wed  
c r i t i c i s m  of th e  Amer ican  fo rm  of  m o d e rn it y — i f  o n ly  to  sa v e  fa c e  when 
c o n fro n te d  w it h  f a i l u r e .  *

4. T here  ca n s t i l l  be  some doubt a s  to  w heth er S in o-A m eri ca n  
e n te n te  w ei ghs fo r  much as  a f a c t  o f l i f e  in  th e  f lu x  o f i n t e r n a t i o n a l  
p o l i t i c s .  T ru e , i t  has  ea se d  th e  fo rm er  Col d War te n s io n s  in  A s ia ,
p u t Ja pan  in  a more re la x e d  s t r a t e g i c  p o s i t i o n  th a n  b e f o re , g iv e n  (
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re a s s u ra n c e  to  T h a il a n d  an d P a k is ta n  in  th e  f a c e  o f an  u n p le a s a n t 
en v ir o n m en t,  and p ro b a b ly  se rv e d  as a w arn in g  a g a in s t  M os co w's mo re 
am b it io u s  d e s ig n s .

Bu t i t  i s  a d i s tu r b in g  omen f o r  th e  f u tu r e  im pact o f  th e  S in o -  
Amer ican  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t h a t  t h e i r  common o p p o s i t io n  to  V ie tn am ’ s 
a m b it io n s  in  In d o -C h in a , an d to  R u ssia n  en co ura gem en t o f th em , 
h as n o t d e te r r e d  Han oi  in  th e  s l i g h t e s t  from  " d e - s t a b i l i z i n g "
Ca mbo dia, ta k in g  c o n t r o l  in  L aos,  an d open in g  i t s  doo rs  to  S o v ie t 

( m i l i t a r y  a c t i v i t y ,  No r hav e a l l  th e  f i e r y  w or ds  o u t o f W as hin gto n
and Pek in g do ne  a n y th in g  to  bu dg e R u s s ia  fro m A fg h a n is ta n .

I  m us t sa y  t h a t ,  f o r  a l l  th e  w arn in g s  from  som e q u a r te r s  t h a t  
th e  U .S .- C h in a  r e l a t i o n s h i p  may make R u ss ia  " a d v e n t u r i s t i c , "  R u ss ia  

K h as be en  a d v e n tu r i s t i c  b e fo re  W as hin gto n an d P ek in g  be ga n to  en ga ge
in  r e a l l y  c lo s e  c o n s u l t a t i o n s ;  an d ev en  now , a s  th e  S in o-A m eri ca n  
t i e  a t  l a s t  g e ts  o f f  th e  g ro u n d , on e wou ld  l i k e  to  se e  i t  hav e mo re 
im pac t on Moscow,  r a t h e r  th an  l e s s ,  b e c a u s e  t h a t  im pac t wo uld be in  
th e  d i r e c t i o n  o f r e q u i r in g  p ru d en ce  from  th e  S o v ie t le a d e r s .

5 . One m us t r e c a l l  t h a t  th e  Taiwan  i s s u e  was t ra n s c e n d e d , 
r a th e r  th a n  s o lv e d , in  th e  U .S .- C h in a  r e c o g n i t io n  ag re em en t.

My p r e d i c t i o n  b e f o re  t h i s  Subc om m it te e in  Sep te m be r 197 7 h as  
pro ved  c o r r e c t :

"N o rm a li z a ti o n  w i l l  be an  a n t i - c l im a x . D e s p it e  some 
gr im  fo re b o d in g s , Ta iw an  w i l l  aw ake n e x t m orn in g re m ark ab ly  
un ch an ge d.  I t s  s o c i a l  and ec on om ic  s t r e n g th s  v i s - a - v i s  
th e  m ain la nd  w i l l  s t i l l  e x i s t .  J u s t  a s  T a ip e i  h as e a s i l y  
s u rv iv e d  th e  lo s s  o f r e c o g n i t io n  by  some 60 c o u n t r ie s  in  
re c e n t y e a r s , an d th e  lo s s  o f  i t s  p eace  t r e a t y  w it h  Ja p a n , 
so  i t  w i l l  s u rv iv e  a s im i la r  s te p  by  th e  US ."

In  th e  im m ed ia te  f u t u r e ,  I  a g re e  w it h  s e v e r a l  s p e c i a l i s t s  who hav e 
come b e fo re  p re v io u s  s e s s io n s  o f t h i s  S ubco m m it te e,  t h a t  Taiwan  i s  v e ry  
l i k e l y  to  re m ai n  s e c u re  an d s t a b l e .  I n  th e  lo n g e r  te rm  th e r e  a r e  
u n c e r t a i n t i e s .

The u n i ty  o f  th e  T a ip e i  gover nm en t,  w hi ch  h a s  been  re m a rk a b le  
o v er th e  y e a r s , m ig h t w ea ke n.  How do yo u h o ld  a c a b in e t  to g e th e r  wh en 
some o f f i c i a l s  mu rmu r abou t t a lk in g  w it h  P e k in g , an d o th e r s  murmur  
ab ou t d e v e lo p in g  n u c le a r  wea po ns  to  f i g h t  P ek in g?

’  And P ek in g  m ig ht m is ju dge  p u b l ic  o p in io n  on  th e  i s l a n d ,  t r y in g
to  win  in f lu e n c e  th e r e  w it h o u t r e a l i z i n g  t h a t  l i t t l e  en th u s ia sm  f o r  
communism e x i s t s  in  Taiwan .

Much dep en ds on C h in ese  p o l i c i e s .  Den g h as  s a id  Chi na  in te n d s  
a p e a c e fu l r e u n i f i c a t i o n .  Bu t i f  P ek in g  w er e to  re n ounce  f o r c e , he 
has a ls o  s a id ,  T a ip e i m ig h t be en coura ged  to  r e f u s e  to  n e g o t ia te  w it h
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P ek in g an d th a t  wo uld  " i n  th e  en d l e a d  to  an  arm ed  s o lu t io n  of  th e  
p ro b le m ."

In  o th e r  wor ds  P ek in g  in te n d s  to  work i t s  w i l l  on  Tai wan . 
E v e ry th in g  dep en ds on wh en an d how i t  t r i e s  to  do  so .

V

F in a l ly  some p o in ts  ab ou t wha t i s  d e s i r a b le  in  our C hi na  p o l i c y .
T he re  nee d be  l i t t l e  a g o n iz in g  in  th e  U .S . ab ou t how f a r  to  c o o p e ra te  
w it h  C h in a 's  m o d e rn iz a ti o n . Our d e c is io n s  a r e  n o t go in g  to  make o r  
b re a k  C hin a.  Fo r su ch  lo a n s  a s C hi na w a n ts , h e r  c r e d i t -w o r th in e s s  i s  
s u f f i c i e n t  to  g iv e  her a c h o ic e  o f s o u rc e s . I f  a U .S . ban k back s aw ay , 
a ban k in  a n o th e r  W es te rn  co u n tr y  o r  Ja p an  i s  l i k e l y  to  s te p  i n .
S im ila r ly  w it h  C h in a 's  h ig h - te c h n o lo g y  im p o rt s ; th e  so u rc e s  a r e  
d iv e r s i f i e d  an d n o t ev en  Ja p an  i s  l i k e l y  to  f in d  i t s e l f  an  in d is p e n s a b le  
l a r g e - s c a l e  s u p p l ie r .

I t  i s  t r u e  t h a t  a m od er niz ed  Chi na  e n te r in g  th e  2 1 s t c e n tu ry  may 
pose  p ro ble m s fo r  a v a r i e t y  of  c o u n t r i e s  in  A sia  an d ev en  beyond . Bu t 
I  d o n 't  th in k  i t  i s  in  Am er ican  po wer  to  v e to  t h a t  m o d e rn iz a ti o n  p ro c e s s , 
ev en  i f  i t  w er e ju d g ed  d e s i r a b l e  to  do  so .

What  i s  im p o rt a n t i s  t h a t  our ec on om ic  d e a l in g s  w it h  C hin a sh o u ld  
be  on a b u s in e s s  b a s i s  an d f r e e  o f a l l  c o n n o ta ti o n s  o f g u a rd ia n s h ip .
Where Chi na  an d an  ec on om ic  p a r tn e r  came to  g r i e f  in  th e  p a s t ,  a id  and 
tr a d e  came on th e  w in gs o f  p h i lo s o p h ic a l  g u a rd ia n s h ip . T h is  o c c u rre d  
when R u ssia  was  C h in a 's  p a r tn e r  in  th e  1950s,  an d in  r e v e r s e  d i r e c t i o n  
whe n Chi na  se rv ed  up a id  an d id e o lo g y  to  A lb an ia  in  t h e -1 960s.  D i f f e r 
en ce s o f  v ie w p o in t on  th e  aims and mo des  o f  develo pm ent,  w hic h  a r e  
i n e v i t a b le  when d iv e r s e  n a t io n s  d e a l  w it h  ea ch  o th e r ,  a r e  much l e s s  
l i k e ly  to  le a d  to  c o n f l i c t  i f  th e  d e a l in g s  a re  on  a b u s in e s s  b a s i s .

I t  i s  a ls o  d e s i r a b l e  t h a t  C h in a 's  ec on om ic  in vo lv em ent w it h  th e  
develo ped  w orl d  be m u l t i - c e n te r e d .  A gain , b ad _ p as t e x p e r ie n c e  stem med 
from  s i t u a t i o n s  w her e th e r e  w er e e s s e n t i a l l y  o n ly  two p a r t i c i p a n t s ,  a s 
in  th e  R u ssia -C h in a  an d C h in a-A lb an ia  r e l a t i o n s h i p s .  P e k in g 's  own 
p re s e n t  w is hes ru n  a lo n g  m u l t i - c e n te r e d  l i n e s  and th e  U .S . an d Ja p an  
and West  Eur op e sh ou ld  p u t up w it h  th e  i r r i t a t i o n s  o f  t h i s ,  an d 
ac know le dge’ th e  b a s ic  h e a l th in e s s  o f a Ch ina d e a li n g  w it h  a cr ow de d 
f i e l d  o f  p a r tn e r s ,  no  on e of  the m in  a s p e c i a l l y  do m in an t o r  b r o th e r ly  
r e l a t i o n s h ip .  f

Our b ro ad  p o l i t i c a l  an d d ip lo m a ti c  r e l a t i o n s h ip  w it h  C hi na  h as  
in  my o p in io n  bee n w e ll  h an d le d  by  th e  C a r te r  a d m in is t r a t io n .
A s s is ta n t  S e c re ta ry  H o lb ro o k e 's  Ju n e  4 , 198 0 sp eec h on th e  s u b je c t
i s  a ju d i c io u s ,  c o n v in c in g , e n co u ra g in g  s ta te m e n t o f  p o l ic y . '
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In  U .S . f o r e ig n  p o l ic y  in  g e n e r a l , o f w hi ch  Chi na  p o l ic y  i s  
now an  i n e x t r i c a b l e  p a r t ,  one-c o u ld  ho pe  fo r  a more i n te g r a te d  
( r a th e r  th a n  i s s u e  by  i s s u e )  ap p ro ach ; f o r  a mo re lo n g te rm  ( r a th e r  
th a n  e l e c t i o n - o r i e n t e d )  ap p ro ach ; an d in  p a r t i c u l a r  f o r  an  ap p ro ach  
t h a t  i s  n o t m il i ta ry -m in d e d  b u t sh rewd in  po we r c a l c u l a t i o n s .
I  do n o t f a v o r  s u p p ly in g  Chi na  w it h  w ea po ns . In  p r e s e n t  c ir cu m 
s ta n c e s  C hin a i s  l e s s ,  n o t mo re v u ln e ra b le  th a n  i n  p a s t  y e a r s ;  th e r e  
a r e  i n t e r e s t s  o f a  n a t i o n a l  and r e g io n a l  k in d  th a t  C hi na  h a s  w hic h  
we wo uld n o t n e c e s s a r i l y  w an t to  se e  p re ss e d  to  th e  h i l t ;  an d i n  
a l l  c a s e s  we sh o u ld  be r e l u c t a n t  to  p ro v id e  ba ck w ar d s o c i e t i e s  w hic h  

( u r g e n t ly  nee d ec on om ic  gro w th  w it h  c a p a c i t i e s  t h a t  may te m pt them  to
th e  d i s t r a c t i o n  o f  w ar .

Bu t one s e e s  a t  ti m e s  a t e r r i b l e  co m b in a ti o n  i n  U .S . f o r e ig n  
p o l ic y  o f a f r e n e t i c  m ora li sm  on  p a r t i c u l a r  i s s u e s  w it h  a r e s o r t  to  
e n d le s s  arms a s  a g e n e ra l iz e d  me ans  o f a t t a i n i n g  n a t i o n a l  s t r e n g th .
L e f t  o u t i s  w hat  sh o u ld  be  c e n t r a l :  a s te a d y , lo n g te rm  c a lc u lu s  o f  
w orl d  powe r i n  i t s  v a r io u s  a s p e c ts .

T here  a r e  s e v e ra l  i n g r e d ie n t s  to  m ax im ized  U .S . pow er , among 
th em  a s t ro n g  econ om y,  an  a d eq u a te  d e fe n se  e s ta b l is h m e n t , an d th e  
r e s i l i e n c e  an d in n o v a t iv e  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  t h a t  come from  a d h e r in g  to  
ou r own p r i n c i p l e s  o f  fr ee dom  an d e q u a l i ty  an d th e  d ig n i ty  o f  th e  
in d iv id u a l .

The s t r e n g th  o f U .S . r e l a t i o n s  w it h  i t s  a l l i e s  an d f r i e n d s  i s  
a l s o  a c r u c i a l  i n g r e d i e n t  in  n a t io n a l  po w er .

The  p a t t e r n  o f  " p r o x im it ie s "  whi ch  I  have  d is c u s s e d  i s  a 
p r i c e l e s s  f o r c e  f o r  s e t t i n g  l i m i t s  to  S o v ie t e x p an s io n is m . I f  th e  
bonds a re  n u r tu r e d  so  a s  to  a t t a i n  t h e i r  f u l l  p o s s ib le  p o l i t i c a l  
w e ig h t,  we c a n  e sc a p e  th e  n e c e s s i ty  o f  f o rg in g  a g lo b a l  m i l i t a r y  
a l l i a n c e  a g a in s t  th e  USSR w hic h  wo uld  r e tu r n  th e  w o rld  to  b i p o l a r i t y  
an d h e ig h te n  te n s io n s  ev ery w h ere . Th e p o l i t i c a l - d i p l o m a t i c  c h a ll e n g e  
com es p r i o r  to  th e  d re a d  p ro s p e c t  o f m i l i t a r y  c o n f r o n ta t io n .

H er e I  f in d  G over nor R e ag an 's  s ta te m e n ts  on  C hin a an d Taiwan  
d i s tu r b in g .  He h a s  e v e ry  r i g h t  to  s c r u t i n i z e  Chi na  p o l i c y ,  an d 
p e rh ap s  a d ju s t  som e nu an ces o f th e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  w it h  T ai w an . I f  h e  
i s  e l e c t e d ,  P ek in g  m us t a c c e p t him  as r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  o f th e  U /S .  
j u s t  a s  we h av e  to  d e a l  w it h  w h a te v er le a d e r s  th e  c h u rn in g  p ro c e s s  
o f  C h in ese  p o l i t i c s  t u r n s  up  a t  an y p o in t  o f  ti m e . But  Mr.  Rea ga n 
w i l l  hav e  to  ch oose  be tw een  b e in g  an  id e o lo g u e  an d b e in g  a c o n s e rv a ti v e  
bet w ee n  n o s t a lg i a  f o r  Chi an g K a i - s h e k 's  C hi na an d th e  s t r a t e g i c  lo g ic  
o f f r ie n d s h ip  w it h  th e  PRC to  c o u n te r  th e  USSR.

I  c e r t a i n l y  ho pe  G ov er no r Re agan  does  n o t r e j e c t  th e  e n t i r e  
n o ti o n  o f s t r a t e g i c  p ro x im it y  to  a Comm uni st s t a t e  t h a t  d o e s n 't  s ta n d  

0 in  th e  p a th  o f our i n t e r e s t s .  In  a w orl d  w her e P o le s  d i s l i k e  R u s s ia n s ,
V ie tn am es e f i g h t  Cam bod ia ns,  an d th e  R u ss ia -C h in a  s p l i t  i s  p e rh a p s  th e
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most c o n s e q u e n ti a l s in g le  f a c t  o f i n t e r n a t i o n a l  p o l i t i c a l  l i f e ,  to  
r e fu s e  f r ie n d s h ip  w it h  a l l  Com munist  s t a t e s  wou ld  be  to  op t o u t o f 
po we r c a l c u l a t i o n  a l to g e th e r .

A r e v iv a l  o f e v en -h an d ed n ess , b a sed  on  ou r id e o lo g ic a l  o b je c t io n s  
to  a l l  Comm unist s o c i e t i e s ,  i s  th e  l a s t  th in g  we ne ed  a t  t h i s  ju n c tu r e  
o f  n a t io n a l  an d i n t e r n a t io n a l  h i s t o r y .

The g i s t  o f my s ta te m e n t i s  t h a t  we sh o u ld  b e  in c r e a s in g ly  
f r i e n d ly  to  Chi na  a s  lo ng as two c u r r e n t  r e a l i t i e s  p e r s i s t :  t h a t  
Chi na  re m ain s w ea ke r th an  R u ssia  an d n o t a l l i e d  w it h  R u s s ia ; an d t h a t  
Chi na  i s  n o t outw ar d b e n t in  A si a  b u t s ta b i l i ty - m in d e d .

The  re a so n  f o r  our p ro x im it y  to  C hi na h as  l i t t l e  to  do w it h  
ju dgm en ts  ab o u t C hin es e s o c ie ty ,  o r  ev en  s p e c u la t io n  a s  to  th e  
im m ed ia te  d i r e c t i o n  o f C hin es e p o l i t i c s .  I t  has to  do — i f  my 
p re m is e  i s  c o r r e c t  t h a t  co p in g  w it h  th e  gro w th  o f S o v ie t po we r 
i s  th e  c e n t r a l  t a s k  o f  Am er ican  f o r e ig n  p o l ic y —w it h  C h in a 's  
w ea knes s r e l a t i v e  to  R u s s ia , an d w it h  C h in a’ s  d o m es ti c  p re o c c u p a ti o n  
a s c o n tr a s te d  w it h  R u s s ia 's  g lo b a l  m i l i t a r y  a c t iv is m . I n  t h i s  r e s p e c t  
th e  mos t u rg e n t re q u ir e m e n t in  our C hin a p o l ic y  i s  a b ro a d e r , more 
in te g r a te d  v i s io n  of  th e  bo nd s t h a t  i n  d i f f e r e n t  wa ys l i n k  th e  U .S . , 
We st E uro pe , Ja p a n , C h in a , and o th e r s  c lo s e  to  th e s e  fo u r .

r

(
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Mr . W olff . Tha nk  you very  much, Mr. T er ri ll.
I  wonde r now if  we could rev er t to the  previou s que stio n th at  I  posed.

EFFECT OF LEADERSHIP CHANGES

Mr. P ipes. Yes.
The que stio n was, firs t of  all , about possible cha nge s in  the lead er 

sh ip of all  th ree  co unt ries .
Mr . W olff. The  effect t h a t m ay have.

( Mr . P ipes. Y es ; I  t hi nk  the  fo llowing  is m y j udgm ent. In  the Sovie t
Un ion , as it  is now co ns tituted , it  is  v ery  d ifficult to  see how dr am at ic  
cha nge s in lea dersh ip can  tak e place.  Th ere is, of  course, alw ays  th e 
possibil ity  of a  fig ht am ong the successors t o Brezh nev . You remember  
the T ro tsky -S ta lin  str uggle . T he re is the p ossib ilit y of a m ajor  fiasco in  
Afg ha ni stan  wh ich  ma y p roduce in tern al  repercussion s.

I  w ould say t he  lik elih ood is that  the syste m is go ing  to continue an d 
rem ain  lar ge ly the  same because  the  lea dersh ip rene ws its elf , an d th e 
peo ple  who are  now’ si tt in g in the Governm ent—an d th is  i s a bu reau 
crat ic  gov ern me nt—a re  pick ing as th ei r deputies an d successors, peo 
ple  l ike  themselves . Th ere is a  weaning ou t process whe reby yo u re ject  
anybody who  is differen t.

Mr . W olff. We  ha ve been to ld  in the p as t B rez hnev ha s been  a mo d
er at in g influence  a nd  w ith  h is passing  th ere might  be a s tro ng er  move 
towa rd  chang e in  policy .

Mr.  P ipe s. I  str on gly sus pec t t hat  thi s is deli be ra te  misinforma tio n. 
I t  is used  by Sovie t lea ders as a means of  ob ta in ing concession fro m 
the Un ite d State s on mat te rs  like SA LT by sa ying : “Y ou now have a  
good m an in the Krem lin . You  may no t li ke him  bu t wa it un til  you see 
the al te rn at iv e; therefore, you  b et te r play  a lon g an d make concessions 
to  h im .”

Th ey  did th e same th in g  with  the Ge rmans when Os po lit ik  go t 
sta rte d.  Th is i s a we ll-know n ploy.

SUCCESSORS IN  UN IO N OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS AND PEO PLE S RE
PUBLIC OF CH IN A AND UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

On  the successors to B rez hnev the re  are tw o schools o f thou gh t. Some 
people say  the y will  be mo re cosmopol itan , an d ad ap tab le,  othe rs say 
they  will  be t ougher.  We  r ea lly  don’t know. I  sus pec t we cannot dr aw  
any  in ference about w’hat  lies ahe ad.

0 In  Ch ina , cle arl y there are profou nd  cha nges occu rring . I  am no t
an ex pe rt on C hina —an d I  w ill de fer  to  Mr. T er ri ll—bu t when  in  some 
places the  p or trai ts  o f M arx , E ngels , a nd  S ta lin  ar e com ing dow n, t hi s 
means som ething.

I  w as in  Russia in the midf ift ies  when the po rt ra it s of  St al in  him
sel f came dowm bu t the o thers rema ine d in  place.

As  fo r the Uni ted State s, I  cannot spe ak on  b eh al f of  Mr.  Re agan  
or  wh at  he will  do, I  do n’t know’, b ut I  th in k th a t his  com ments on  
Taiw an have been  tak en  ou t of  con text . He has a tro ub led  conscience 
about the way  we have tre at ed  Ta iw an  when es tab lishin g diplo mati c 
re la tio ns  w ith  the  P eople’s Repu blic . He  feels th at  we h ave le t T aiwan  
dow n, th at if  we ha d stu ck  to  ou r guns we might  have go tte n be tter  
con dit ion s fo r Ta iw an , a clos er re la tio ns hip between us a nd  them.
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At no poin t has he suggested—and I know this is also the case with 
the people who are advising him—that  we reverse what has been 
agreed upon in our relationship with the People’s Republ ic of China.

The whole Reagan camp is very much aware of what th is means for 
the global balance, and while there are people, including the Governor 
himself, who would like somehow to rectify what  he perceives to be 
an injustice  and a betrayal to our friends  in Taiwan, there  is no inten
tion of undoing our new relationship with the People’s Republic.

Mr. Wolff. Thank you.
Mr. Gelb, would you like to comment ? )
Mr. Gelb. I  have nothing really substantively different from what 

Professor Pipes said. We have no real evidence to suggest that  the 
next generation of leaders in the Soviet Union o r China are any d if
ferent from the ir seniors. r

As fa r as Mr. Reagan’s position, I  have nothing to say about that.
Mr. Wolff. Mr. Terrill .
Mr. Terrill. My impression is that  in Peking  there is not a lot of dis

sension about foreign policy. There has been in some past phases of 
People’s Republic of China histo ry; Mao had a lot of trouble with 
some of his colleagues on some foreign policy issues. I  don’t think to 
day there are  large divisions.

At the same time, there is a secular tendency, you might  say, toward 
the logic of China’s anti-Russian position being undermined. The 
country is in a p ragmatic mood. It  has dismantled nearly all of Mao’s 
policies except his obsessive hostility  to the Soviet Union. It  ceased to 
call the Soviet Union “revisionist,” as it moves itself onto a path 
many would call tha t of revisionism, and maybe Mr. Pipes is righ t 
tha t it is even more revisionist than  anything we have seen in East  
Europe.

If  the logic of Mao’s anti-Soviet ism has in a sense been undermined, 
tha t doesn’t itself mean tha t we will see China and Russia draw 
closer—but it is the one worry tha t I would have about some possible 
change in China’s policy.

The changes ahead? I see a certain political stability in China. I 
think there is a determination to have a steady period. I am not  sure 
the economic results will be as good as everyone wants, and I  think  that, 
down the road, if  they are disappointing, we might have new political c 
upheavals.

I don’t see those upheavals coming soon, and as for  the attitude to
ward the United  States in China, as you, yourself, suggested, Mr. 
Chairman, there is much more going for United  States-China rela- * 
tions than  merely a common enemy. There are very good feelings.
There are enormous people-to-people contacts. Trade  is bigger tha r 
one might have thought it would be a year or so ago.

The two governments are getting interlocked with each other in 
various ways, and I don’t see any resistance to tha t in China at all.

CHINE SE MILIT ARY BUIL DUP

Mr. Wolff. Let me preface my next question by saying t ha t I par 
ticularly feel very strongly  th at assistance to China today in helping 
it to exploit its own resources, improving its technology, will make for 
a st rong  bond of relationship between the United  States and China,
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I think is extremely important to both countries if we hope to  ma in
tain  a lasting relationship.

I am jus t wondering whether or not with the knowledge tha t we have 
of China’s milita ry capacity, whether there is anything we can do today 
tha t will prove i ts capabili ty on a m ilitary basis of either defending 
itself against an intrusion by the Soviets or in changing the balance 
in any way other than  just industria l manpower.

Mr. Gelb. I  think it is very doubtful anything th at could reasonably 
be done would change the mili tary  balance of power between China 
and the Soviet Union in 3 or 5 or 10 years. The kind of hardware tha t 
China would need to begin to rectify the balance, modem weapons 
systems, are extremely costly and China cannot pay for them. China’s 
leaders are not about to wrench thei r whole economy out of shape, 
denying development of the domestic side in order  to build up the 
mili tary  side. In fact, they recently announced a cut in defense 
spending.

Second, it is my understanding that China doesn’t want to buy 
weapons systems wholesale and wants the technology so th at they can 
build these weapons systems themselves. So I think there is some sub
stan tial natu ral barrier  to anything we or othe r industrialized nations 
of the  West could or would do to change tha t m ilitary balance in any 
near-term sense.

Mr. P ipes. I agree in general with what Mr. Gelb has  said except 
to note that  you are dealing here with a highly civilized culture and 
a disciplined people who can, I believe, absorb a certain amount of 
Western mi litary  technology and make it work.

We are n ot facing a situation such as we had in I ran or have today 
in Saudi Arabia where you transfer the most sophisticated equipment 
and find it is not much use because there is no cultura l infra structure 
to deal with it—I think in China there is.

I am no t a m ilitary specialist but it seems to me there are certain 
weapons systems of a defensive kind which if tr ansferred would make 
quite a difference in China’s capac ity to cope with a potentia l Soviet 
invasion.

I am speaking of very simple things, such as antitank weapons.

ARMS  FOR POLICE

Mr. W olff. I  want to come to Mr. Terrill on th is but  let me ju st 
inject a fur ther point. There has been a request made for small arms 
for police. I ju st wonder what your reaction is.

Mr. P ipes. You said there was-----
Mr. Wolff. There is under consideration today the question of small 

arms for the police. How would you feel about that ?
Mr. P ipes. I don’t think we should assist the police forces in any 

undemocratic society, as a matter of principle.
Mr. Wolff. How about you, Mr. Gelb?
Mr. Gelb. I  have no objection in principle to provid ing th is equip

ment to the People’s Republic. I can see where th is would not in any 
significant way associate us with any actions where we would disagree 
with. Once one starts draw ing these lines-----

Mr. Wolff. We have drawn the line a lready in that particular sense 
in a variety  of countries.
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Mr. Gelb. In some countries we do and in some we don’t. Our be
havio r is hardly consistent.

Mr. Wolff. In  Congress we set a policy tha t said we would not par
ticipate in the furnishing of police equipment in any country because 
of fear of in truding upon the internal affairs of tha t coun try and spe
cifically have precluded the  sale of police equipment in certain areas in 
the  world.

Mr. Gelb. I don’t regard  this  as a touchstone for relations or a major  
approach. x

Mr. Wolff. Now you have two questions.
Mr. Terrill. On the police equipment, I have mixed feelings. If  

what Mr. Pipes referred to is our policy, good, I  would like to  stick 
with it and tha t would exclude China. I am not sure whether it  is— rjus t as a matter of fact.

If  we already make exceptions with a lo t of others—and afte r all, 
there are not tha t many countries  in  the world tha t a re democratic in 
our sense-----

Mr. P ipes. I  didn’t say th is is our  policy. I  am saying i t should be.
Mr. Terrill. I f we do adhere  to it  in all othe r cases then let’s adhere 

to it in the Chinese case. I f we make a lot o f other exceptions, I  sup
pose we should approve the  sale. I  would have  to add tha t this equip
ment is not going to make much difference as to how the Government 
trea ts the Chinese people, so we need not have too many worries about 
the effect of it.

On the other question, I  agree, Air. Chairman, wi th the  answer tha t 
is really contained in your own way pu t in the  question. I am not keen 
on seeing China armed to a much greater degree than i t is now par tly 
because of what you said—that  i t won’t change th ings all th at much; 
partly  because the Chinese Government itself, as Mr. Gelb suggested, 
is setting a bu tter over guns priority , and I don’t  think  they are going 
to allot the level of resources to purchase at arms sales tha t would 
change the balance significantly.

The only circumstance in which I  could see this happening  is if  the 
world situation de teriorates to such a degree that we find ourselves in a 
large  war—in most pa rts o f the world th at is going to be a war where 
China and America are going to have similar attitudes.

In  a situation in which China and the United States are  fighting to
gether, military trans fers would take place quickly and the question 
of whether China  could pay fo r them, of course, would be an academic 
question. f

EQ UIP M EN T TO SOVIETS

Air. "Wolff. Mr. Gelb, how about the idea of the request from the 
Soviet Union relative  to the  police equipment ? Would your answer be 
the same?

Mr. Gelb. Probably not.
Mr. Wolff. Tha t is because of the politica l question.
Mr. Gelb. But I  think in almost every one of these cases it  is a 

political question and our behavior in the human rig hts area is not one 
where we can demand consistency. One looks a t the situation in each 
country and makes your human righ ts decisions in par ticu lar contexts.
We don’t treat every dicta torship of the left  the same or every dic
tatorship of the right  the same.
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Mr. Wolff. I n recent years there has always been an admonition to 
the public if you have a problem, write your Congressman. We have 
no place to go but to go to you. We have no one to write to.

Mr. Gelb. Then we are both in trouble.

SOUTH  KOREA

Mr. Wolff. You are three experts in the a rea of foreign policy ques
tions. I  am going to  pose something to you. Before you said there are 

( very few things tha t the Soviets and the Chinese do not agree on. 
Korea is one place the Chinese and Soviets seem to agree on, the 
suppo rt of North  Korea.

We are posed with  a serious problem r igh t now. There has been in 
the Congress a  question on furnishing  spare par ts to South Korea, 
Based on human righ ts considerations, what would be your recom
mendation to us since it does involve the nexus of both the Soviet and 
China ?

Mr. P ipes. The coincidence between Soviet and Chinese policies in 
some areas of the world, such as Korea and one can also say the Middle 
East , is an anachronism. The Chinese have not modernized their for 
eign policy as they have thei r in ternal  policy. They are t rying to com
pete with the Russians for  the same constituencies so tha t in a sense 
they are saddled with supporting all kinds of movements such as the  
PLO, and I  have never understood why the Chinese support the PLO. 
I have argued with them, saying th at, if the PLO established a  Pales
tinian s tate it  would be another Cuba. Why do you support i t ? I  never 
really received a satis factory answer.

I hope th at the Chinese will revise the ir foreign policy to  b ring  it 
more in line with the kind of commitments they have undertaken.

When i t comes to supporting, say, South Korea, there is simply no 
question th at we must supp ort it militar ily. It  is essential because if 
we do not, the country may fall and find Japan  is threatened and then 
the whole Fa r East.

In reference to your previous question, when i t comes to provid ing 
police equipment for a foreign country, I  think  even among our allies— 
Korea, a very repressive regime—let them take care of i t themselves, 

i I don’t think tha t the presence or absence of police equipment from 
us is going to make a grea t deal of difference but it  puts us into a very 
disagreeable position. We can say that  we do protect South Korea from 
the North because tha t is in the’interest of regional stabil ity, but it  is 

> not in our interest to  associate ourselves w ith the repressive features 
of the regime.

We may have to aquiesce it but we don’t have to  help them repress.
As for the Soviet Union, I don’t think they need our police equip

ment. We would probably want to buy it from them, if anything. 

SPARE MILIT ARY PARTS

Mr. Wolff. Mr. Gelb.
Mr. Gelb. The question is whether  or not you supply spare part s 

for the Korean military as the best way of influencing their decision 
on Mr. Kim is a very hard  one to answer. I t is a perfect case, I  th ink, 
of how difficult it  is to draw the l ine between supplies to be used for
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intern al repression and supplies to  be used f or defense of the country.
These are spare parts  for Korean trucks, tanks, is tha t correct?

Mr. Wolff. Aircra ft parts.
Mr. Gelb. Aircraft .
In a lo t of cases they are th ings th at  have dual uses. They are used 

to defend the country and to deal with intern al repression.
You have to ask people on th e spot, what do you think is the best 

way of being able to get tha t new government not to carry out its 
sentence against Mr. Kim? I thin k it is critical for  our relations 
with South Korea tha t they not kill this man. It  is not only a ques- *
tion of human rig hts; it is a question of  our basic policy toward tha t 
country and how tha t will be affected by thei r actions on this matter.

But t ha t isn’t the kind of call tha t I  would be inclined to make from -
here. I  would be much influenced by the use of  our Ambassador and 
our milita ry commander there as to the best way to do it.

Mr. W olff. I might disagree with you on that . I am not impressed 
by the fact tha t our milita ry commander gets involved in political 
decisionmaking.

Mr. Gelb. A s a mat ter of fact, how he thinks  the Koreans would 
react is.important input.

Mr. Wolff. His reaction was quite different, if you remember.
I don’t want to get into a long discussion of that , the point  being his 
reaction is nothing can be done easily tha t will interfere with our 
security and complete su pport of Korea, and I think  t his is an action 
tha t should not be taken by a mili tary commander.

This is a decision tha t should be made on a political basis rathe r 
than  a milita ry one.

Mr. Gelb. Oh, for sure, but what I am getting at is getting  his 
judgmen t as to how the South Ko reans would react to it.

Mr. Wolff. Mr. Terri ll.
Mr. Terrill. Mr. Chai rman, I  don’t have much to add. I don’t thi nk 

you can solve these problems with a generalization. I thin k we have 
to keep supplying  South Korea, but one hopes this part icular thin g 
can be handled adminis tratively , and negotiated, and bargained with 
threats, to such a degree that we do have influence on the Kim affair.

I  do think two other things can be said about Korea. One is tha t 
the Chinese now, despite what they say always in public, are far 1

more interested in stabil ity in the Korean peninsula tha n in any ac
tions to unify Korea by mili tary  initia tives’from th e North. In  fact,
I thin k since Secretary Brown’s visit to China in Jan uary, tha t this  j  
is one o f the areas of quiet success in United States-Ch ina rela tions;
China has  had a good influence on Pyon gyang as the China-American 
relationship has progressed.

Second, I don’t think we should think  of the Korean question 
simply in terms of how can we keep the South strong. The fact is 
tha t the whole situation  is extremely dangerous. It  is an over-mili
tarize d situation, South and North , and we have to look beyond the 
question of keeping South K orea strong to the question of steps, first 
of all, diplomatic, and then other moves th at will r esult  in demi litari
zation. Here I  think the  United States-China r elations hip is a promis
ing one.
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MEMO ON MILITARY RELATIO NSHIP

Mr. Wolff. Mr. Gelb, your name was used by Mr. Garre tt as 
one of the authors of the PRM 24 and he indicated sometime in late 
1976 or 1977—at least the New York Times said tha t memorandum 
against a milit ary relationship—possible Soviet reaction asking to 
divulge knowledge of the content of the memorandum.

Could you give us an idea of whether or not, so f ar as the Times 
story is concerned, tha t is true ?

I Mr. Gelb. I  don’t remember the Times story exactly bu t the fact of
the matter  is the  memorandum itself made no recommendation what
soever. It  was just a typical governmental analysis—50 pros and 50 
cons. The issue of mili tary  sales to China was not directly tackled

'  in tha t PRM. The issue tha t was dealt  with was the sale of dual use 
items such as computers and even on that , as I  said, the discussion was 
one of the potential  costs and benefits.

It  is not accurate th at it  deal t with recommendations on what to do 
about the military relationship.

Mr. Wolff. I  have exhausted the time of you th ree gentleman be
fore us. I want to than k you very much fo r the time you have given us 
and for the time you have given to prepara tion of the papers tha t you 
have given and also the preparation of the oral statement tha t you 
gave.

I hope tha t we can call upon you on a fairly re gular basis to give us 
your ins ight. This committee sta rted the examination of the  tri parti te 
relationship and I think a ll three of you were witnesses before us ; at 
least we spoke to you at tha t time. You did tha t before this was an 
Asian political affairs committee. It  was jus t foreign policy planning.

I think i t is important  for us to say there  are  really strong reasons 
for us to develop a continuing relationship, as you have all indicated, 
with the People’s Republic of China but I think  there are also, as all 
three of you have indicated, certain precautions and situations that  
develop there, perhaps, and later  to the direct relationsh ip, tha t have 
to be borne in mind as th is continuing relationship develops.

I want to thank all three of you for being here.
The committee now stands in recess.

I [Whereupon, at 4:35 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.]
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A P P E N D I X

Department of State Munitio ns Control Newsletter No. 81,
C March 1980

Categories of Support Equipment To Be Opened to China

The United Sta tes  Government is now prepared to consider, on a case-by-case 
* basis , license appl icat ions for exp ort to the  People’s Republic of China of cer tain 

item s and  technology covered in the  following categories of the  U.S. Munitions 
List.

1. Category V II ; specifically : (d)  trucks, tra ile rs,  hois ts and  skids  specifically 
designed  for car rying and handling the ar ticl es in para gra ph (a) of Categories  I II  
and  IV ; mobile repa ir shops specifically designed  to service equ ipm ent ; (e ) re
covery vehicles ; (g) all specifically designed components, par ts, accessories , 
attach ments  and associa ted equipm ent for the above items.

2. C ategory V II I;  specifically: (a ) cer tain air craf t, including helicopters, de
signed, modified or equipped for  the  following purpo ses : liaison, cargo/personne l 
carr ying, and lighte r-th an- air  ai rc ra ft ; (d) airb orne equipm ent (excluding ai r
borne refueling equipment) specifically designed for  use with  the  ai rc ra ft and 
engines of the  types described in par agr aph  (a) of thi s Category ; (e) launch ing, 
arresting  and recovery equipment  for the  ar ticl es in par agrap h (a ) of this Cate 
gory;  (h)  components, parts , accessories, attachm ents , and associated equipm ent 
specifically designed or modified for  the arti cles in parag rap hs (a ),  (d) and  (e) 
of th is Category.

3. Category IX ; spec ifically : (a ) tra ining equipment oriented  to pilo t tra ining  
to i nc lude : flight s imulation devices, operationa l flight tra ine rs,  flight simu lator s, 
ra da r tra ine rs,  ins trument flight tra iners and navigat ion traine rs ; (b) compo
nents , parts , accessories, atta chm ents, and associated equipment  specifically 
designed or modified fo r the  a rticle s in par agr aph  (a) of thi s Category as noted 
here.

4. Category X I;  specif ically:  (a ) elect ronic equipment  not  included in Cate 
gory XI I, including (1) search ra da r systems, communicat ions systems, and (2) 
simple fathome ter s; underwate r telephones;  weather navigation , guidance, ob
ject- locat ing methods and me ans ; displays and telem etering equipment:  (d)  
components, par ts, accessories, a ttac hments, and associated equ ipment specifically 
designed for use or cur ren tly  used  with  the  equipment described above for thi s 
Category, except such items as a re  in normal commercial use.

5. Category X II I;  specif ically:  (a) aeria l cameras , special purpose came ras, 
and special  processing equipment  therefor ; photo inte rpreta tion, stereoscopic 
plotting, photogrammetry equipment, and specifically designed  components there
fo r;  (c) self-contained diving and  und erw ate r breath ing  apparatus and specifi-

B cally designed  components therefor.
6. Category X V II I; specifically : te chnical  data  rel ating  only to ce rta in art icles 

identified in this  newslette r.
The United Sta tes Government will contin ue its  curre nt policy of considering 

license appl ications for  export to the  People’s Republ ic of China of items  and 
technology covered in the Commodity Contro l Lis t published by the  U.S. De part
ment o f Commerce.

Will iam  B.  Robinson , 
Director, Office of Mu nitions Control. 
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